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h FOREWORD

Yo

In May of 1582, the Industrial Union Department’s (IUD) Labor .
Policy Institute irfitiated a project to assess the impact on trade unions .
and collective bargaining of worker participation or quality of workhfe
plans. % :

Individual unions have had different experiences with, and reactions
to, such programs. In some cases unions-have rejected such plans, citing
their neghtive impact on collective bargaining. In other situations,
typically those involving unions that have been integrally.involv¢d in for-
mulating and operating worker participation programs, the reagtion has
been much more positive. Given this diversity, we thought that i{ would
be useful to sponsor research that could document the variety of osmve \
and negative experiences unions have encountered.

Professor Tom Kochan from MIT, who undertook the research with
his colleagues Harry Katz and Nancy Mower, has had wide experience jn .
the field of industrial relations. In addition, a number of 1UD affiliates
assisted the MIT researchers in defining the questions and helped assess
the results of the study. We owe special thanks to those unions which
made special efforts to facilitate access to members-and offigials for Pro-
tessor Kochan and his associates. -

We feel that this studyds a useful tool for workers considering pgr-
ticipation in QWL and QWL-related schemes. Those contemplating such
approaches will, as a result of this résearch, be Petter able to identify pit-
falls as well as a variety of means for enhancing the potential‘success of
their efforts. J .

e, | .
Howard D. Samuel, President
Industrial Union_Department, AFL-CIO
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Chapter 1

-

What’s the Problem?

Y

1 s

,“The growth of quality of working life (QWL) programs,
rebated forms of worker participation processes, and ex-
periments with new forms of work organization in the past
decade have posed both new challenges and potential oppor-
tunities to the American labor movement. On the one hand,
these informal mechanisms require union leaders and
managers to modify their traditional roles and relationships
in significant ways. On the otlfer hand, they open new chan.
nels for direct worker involvement and, possibly,. for greater
worker and union influence. /These developments have
generated a vigorous debate amOng union leaders concerning
whether QWL and related participation processes will, in the
long run, be good or bad for labor unions and for the
workers they represent. Yet, the debate has, to date, largely
taken place in a vacuum. While strong rhetorical arguments
have been presented by both the supporters and the critics of
worker participation processes, little direct examination of
union experiences with fhese processes has informed the
discussions. ¢ .

In early 1982, however, a group_ of labor leaders meeting
under the auspices of the Industrial Union Department of
the AFL-CIO agreed to commission an inflependent study of
the experierices of unions with ‘worker/participation pro-
cesses. The processes studied operate under a variety of

1
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2 What’s li\e Problem?

labels in addition to QWL, such as Quality Circles (QC),
Employee Inv'olixement (El), Labor-Management Participa-
tion Teams (LMPT), socio-technical work systems, etc. The
purpose of this book is to report the results of that study.
The common characteristics of the QWL and related forms
-of worker participation studied are that all these programs
involve small groups of union members and/or officers in in-
formal workplace participation processes which supplement
the formal collective bargaining procedures. Some of these
programs also go on to modify the way jobs and work are
structured and organized at the workplace. These shop floor
or office level forms of direct worker participation stand in
contrast.to the more long-standing form of indirect par-
ticipation commonly found in U.S. industrial relations: the
joint labor-management committee. Indeed, a comparison
of these two forms of participation can be instructive since
they are likely. to focus on different issues and l}aVe different
effects on workers, unions, and the larger bargaining rela-
tionship. For this reason, one of the cases reported in this
study is a labor-management committee. We will use that
case to highlight the differences in these two forms of par-
ticipation. '

A\
3

Worker Participation
and American Industrial Relations

One might ask, why should representatives of the labor
movement even question the benefits to be gained from ef-
forts to increase worker participation in decisionmaking at .
the workplace? Shouldn’t any process that serves to increase
the voice workers have in issues that affect them be consis-
~ tent with the goals of labor unions? An answer to these ques-
" tions requires a grounding in the history and basic features
of the American industrial relations system and the role and
status of labor unions in American society.

10 :



What's the Proplem? 3

Since the passage of the National Labor Relations Act in
1935, the American industrial relations system has been
designed around the premise that collective bargaining is the
preferred channel for worker representation and participa-
tion at the workplace. The American system of collective

) bargammg is based on the concept that a duly certified union
is to serve as the exclusive representative of workers. As the
exclusive representative, a union has the right o negotiate
with ymanagement over a clearly defined, but himited, scope -
of* issues pertaining to wages hours, and workmg condi-
tions.

This legislation emcrged out of a political and social en-
vironment that had previously been quite hostile toward the
rights of workqrs to organize to protect their collective in-
terests and to participate in decisions at the ‘workplace. Sup-
port for the rights of workers to organize and be represented
by national unions (i.e., unions whose membership base ex-
tends beyond the boundary and.control of the employer)
arose only afler the.collapse of the American Plan in the
1920s. The American Plan consisted of a mix of sﬁ*&tegles
providing limited participation rights to employees through
informal committees or company unions dominated by the
employer.' The plan and employer resistance to unions were
weakened by successful organizing “drives by industrial
unions in the 1930s. Thus, the power and stability offered by
a legally enforceable cq]lective bargaining contract and an
independent collective bargaining agent were achievements
that American workers and their labor unions fought hard to

>achieve in the 1930s and have valued ever since. .

Since the 1930s, collective bargainming has served as the
basic institution by which American workers have enhanced
their economic security and expanded their sphere of in-
fluence at the workplace. This incremental expansion of col-
lective bargaining contracts was achieved through hard

Y
.t
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4  What's the Problem?
bargaining supported by the bargaining power achieved
largely through the threat of the strike.

¥

Although collective barganing has expanded in scope since
the 1930s, American unions have never been genuinely ac-
cepted by American management as valued partners in in-
dustrial relations. The prevailing American managerial
strategy continues to be, on the one hand, to avoid unions
wherever possible, and on the other hand, to deal construc-
tively with unions wherever they exist or cannot successfully
be avoided.? This management strategy, along with a deeply
ingrained belief that social and economic gains can only be
achieved through struggle and hard bargammg, has produc-
ed a sense of insecurity and distrust of employer motivations
among many American labor union leaders. While the above
statements may overdramatize the conditions under which .
the American industrial relations system and U.S. labor-
unions have evolved; they set the context for the reception
received by early efforts to introduce QWL- concepts to
American unions. °

N Early Responses -to QWL

QWL theory m its simplest form is based on the proposi-
tion that through collaboration and- cooperation of workers \
and employers the quality of working life experiences of in-
dividual workers and the goals of employers can be
simultaneously enhanced.® While this is a laudable objective
that would be difficult f anyone to oppose, more careful
examinat of thé wa?‘nt was introduced to Amencan/”B
unions hcﬁpius to understand why it was viewed with con-
siderable skepticism by the majority of labor leaders.

In order to understand. the initial response of the
American labor movement to early proponents of QWL

theories and strategies, we need to look at the origins of
those theories and their mode of introduction to .American

Q | 12
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unions. While the theoretical underpinnings for QWL

" strategies can be traced back to early human, relations

theory;* for our purposes we need only look back tb the late
1960s and_.early 1970s when the term QWL first became part
of the Amerlcan vocabulary.

Furthermore, early proponents of QWI_< largely ignored
the history of industrial relations and collective-bargaining
outlined above. While industrial relations recognizes the
need for both hard bargaining and mutual cooperation,’® the
behavioral science theories upon which the QWL advocates
deriVed 'their strategies ignored the conflict side of the
employment relationship and stressed only the need for and
value of cogperation. In their crudest form, the behavioral .
science theories were really theories of management -
developed for managers rather than theories of the employ-
ment relatiopship from which policies and practices could be
derived for balancing the diversity and maxlmlzmg the com-
monallty of mterests at the workplace. .,

Labor union representatwes were quick to pomt out that

se-behavioral science theories left no significant role for
labor unions representattves of workers. Indeed, most
béhavioral science and QWL applications found their homes
in nonunion companies and were used asipart of the union
avoidance strategies of these firms.* Thus, many observers
within the labor movement saw the QWL strategies as simply .
another in the long list of: efforts of American-employers to
weaken the labor movement.” In essence, QWL was perceiv- -
" ed as simply the American ‘Plan revisited.. The values of
openness, high trust, extensive commumcatnons and par-
ticipation of individuals which the behavioral scientists em-
phasized were seen as simply another way of avoiding the

need to deal w1th collective bargammg .
!

Consequently, QWL started ‘off in the U.S. with a poor
‘image among labor unions. It did not help that the early pro-
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e
v

ponents of QWL expérimerits also tended to oversell the ¢on-
cept as a solution to the ‘‘Lordstown’’ syndrome. That is, in
~the. minds of the QWL advocates, the problems facing
American workers in the late 1960s.and the early 1970s were
that workers were alienated from their work because they
were closed off from meaningful opportunities to influence
their working environment. This alienation allegedly was the
cause of excessive levels of absenteeism, wildcat strikes, and
‘the blue-collar blues. In addition to diagnosing the protflem
in this way, the QWL advocates also had a ready-made solu-
tion, namely, to experiment with a predesigned QWL pro-
gram and thereby begin to address the ‘‘real’’ needs of
American workers.® Little thought was given to how these
new strategies for participation would relate to existing col-
lective barggining and industrial relations systems. Nor were
systematic efforts made to assess the extent to which unions,
throu collective bargaini({'z, were in fact ‘effectively

onding to the priorities gf\their members. Correspond-
ngly, the reception given to the early QWL efforts was quite-
cool from union, and even from many management,
representatives. ‘

But despite this rocky start, some highly visible_exper\ifnen-
tation did take place in the early 1970s under the auspices of
the National Cgmmission” on Productivity and Quality of
Working Life with the support of research and consulting ex-
penses provided by the Ford Foundation. These government-

- and foundation-sponsored experiments were complemented -
by a variety of private initiatives in both nonunion and union
plants. The early experimental sites have now become
household names within quality of working life circles. The
most frequently discussed experiments. occurred in the

< Rushton Mining Company, General Motors. Tarrytown

' plant (and subsequently many other plants of General
Motors), the Bolivar, Tennessee'plant of Harmon Manufac-

‘o - f ~

q ~
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What’s the Problem? 7

turing Company, the Topeka General Foods pet food plant,
and several others.’ : .

While many of these highly visible programs faded away
by the latter part of the 1970s (especially those sponsored by
the government), they were succeeded by a much broader ar-

ray of private experiments that emerged near the end of the

decade and in the early 1980s. This second generation of ex-

- perimentation was fueled by the deepening economic crisis

affecting American industry, the growing awareness of the
stagnant productivity trends experienced in the American
economy in the 1970s, and the increasing attention given to
Japanese management practices by the American mass

media. Indeed, according to one set of estimates, in early’

1982 approximately 1,000 companies had Quality Circles
under way, 100 companies had more advanced forms of
work reorganization experiments involving "~autonomous
work groups and another 500 or so companies were engaged
in Scanlon Plan type (productivity gains sharing) projects.'®
In recent years, interest in various forms of participation has
clearly diffused to a wider spectrum of firms and unions.
Perhaps most significantly, a number of international unions
have negotiated clauses into their agreements that 1a1inched
joint union-management participatioh experiments. -The
most notable examples are found in the contracts between
the United Automobile Workers and the major auto firms,
the United Steelworkers of America (USW) and eight major
steel producers, and the Communication Workers of
America (CWA) and AT&T.

The Current Context For Worker Participation

This brings us to the current debate within labor union
circles. Clearly, there is now a much wider diversity of views
within the American labor movement coneerning the viabili-

o
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8  What’s lh;: Problem? - /'\ .
ty of quality of working lifc‘ procgsses than was the case in
thc previous decade. A

> At the same time, fear and suspicion stifl“exist among
many unions and workers regarding QWL programs. The
basic fear expressed by opponents or critics of worker par-
ticipation programs is that their ultimate effect will be to
{mdcrmir‘re the strength and effectiveness of the local union
and the tollective bargaining process. Specifically, critics
have argt\cd&ha . (1) workers and/or employers may see
these proccsses as s stitutes for, rather than as supplcmentsﬂ
to, the collective argaining process and established
grievance procedures;'(2) workers may bégin to question the

need for a union if they see employers listening to and solv- = -

ing their problems through QWL or other direct worker par-
ticipation processes; (3) union feaders may become too close-
ly identified with management .or get co-opted ‘into
managerial decisions, lose touch with their members, or ex-
perience heightened internal political mstablllty or confllct

and (4) informal participation frocesses may turn out 10 be
simply another short-lived strategy for emp]oyers to gain
greater control over agd effort from workers without pro-
viding them with any real power to influence¢ important deci-
sions within the firm. Finally, since these efforts are often.
used by nonunion employers as part of their iinion avoidance
strategy, some labor leaders see these processes as inherently
antiunion in design. .

Supporters of worker participation processes generally
argue that the negative consequyences outlined above can be
“avoided by proper union involvement in the design and im-
plementation of participation programs. Supporters also
stress that many employers will be experimenting with these
processes regardless of whether or not the union is invo}ved.
Remaining outside of the process or being involved in ohly a
mmnpal way will further erode the status of the union at the
workplace. Others argue that support for worker partlclpa—

4
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What’s the;Problem? 9

tion should be more than a defensive reaction to employer
initiatives. They helieve unions should embrace worker par-

thlpatIOl'l procésses as strategies for f;xtendmg industrial

democracy to individual workers. Fmall_y, some union ad-
vocates believe that, by making worker participation pro-
cesses an important part,nf the broad agenda of the labor
movement, uniaps will enhance their attractiveness to new
workers in future organizing campalgns

“Theoretical and Analytlcal Issues

The central theoretical argument running" through our

_analysis of these issues is that worker participation processes

move through several stages-of evolution as they unfold. Itis
only by understanding the dynamrcs of these .processes
through time that we can hope to understand their effects on
local unions and on the larger collective bargaining relation-
ship and assess the alguments of the QWL advocates angd

" cntics. . ~ .

It is particularly important to follow workplace ex-
periments. through at least one complete contract cycle, i.e.,
from the initiation of the experiment to at least one follow-
wp negotiation of the collective bargaining agreement. This

- allows us to observe how the participation process affects

and is integrated into the larger collective bargaining rela-
tionship. In addition, “to test the stability or survival power
of these experiments, it is necessary to watch what happens
to them over time as business conditions change, key
management and/or union supporters turn over or hand
over responsibility for the project to others, union leaders
who support the process stand for reelection, and other

problems or conflicts in the bargaining relatronshrp arise.

Then, exploring how union member and officer views and
experlences change over the cycle of coHective bargammg,
we can better understand whether these experiments are tem-
pora7 fads which have, a natural but rather limited ‘‘half-

] @
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L}

life,”” or represent changes in the workplace industrial rela-
tions system that haye lasting effects. The organization of\
the chapters follow! this approach. We first present case
study descriptions of the evolution of’worker participation
processes over the-course of at least one\contract cycle and
often through dhanges in the economic circumstances of the
parties. Inchapter 3 we explore the especially complex issues
that arise in sustaining worker participation, processes
operating under centralized collectiye bargaining structures.
In centralized structures, many more interests and decisidn-
makers within both management and union can influence the
course of a participation process thus taking the control'over

the process partly out of the hands of local officials. We are

fortunate to have two well krrown cases to draw on for this
analy§is, the United Auto Workers and General Motors and
Ford, and the United Steel Workers and the major steel pro-
ducers. Then, we examine through survey and interview data
the views that rank and file members, _and local labor leaders
hold toward worker participation.

Models of the dynamics "of a joint union-management
change’process have been presented elsewhere and need not
be repeated in detailhere.!' It may be useful, ho'we\_(e’f, to
summarize the general points”of consensus found in these
models since we use them to structure the analysis that

“follows. As noted above, the common argument in models

of organizational change, and particularly in models of joint
union-management changey is that once a change is starteg
the process takes on a dynamic character. Thus, it is impo
tant to trace the effects of worker participation processes
from the mltlal stimulus to change, through the early stages
of implementation, and on to the stage at which the informal
participation experiments are ‘‘institutipnalized’’ or once
again integrated into the larger collective bargaining rela-
tionship.\ The basic propositions in these models are as
follows.

~ 18 ~
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What’s the Problem? 11

(1) Introducing a worker participation process generally
involves considerable political and econgrhic risks to both
management and union officials. Normally, therefore, both

worker participation process if they feel intense pressures to
{lo so. These pressures may come from external markets,
Tegal, social, or political sources, or from internal sources
such as from the expettations and preferences of workers or

. top managers. Furthermpre, the partles can expect to e‘z

counter considerable skepficism and some resistance to the
changes from workers and managers alike.

(2) To generate a joint initial commitment to procged,
both parties must perceive the process as being uéeful for
achieving goals that are important to  their respective
organizations or constituencies. That is, managemen.t must
seé .the process as having the potential to improve organiza-
tional effectiveness and union leaders must see the proctss as
enhancing economic or psychological goals or needs to
which workers assign high prigrities. Broad appeals to, the
general, long-run or mutual welfare of the parties will not
provide sufficient incentive to diffuse the process to large
numbe;g of workers, ' )

(3) Maintaining commitment.to the process over time \‘wll
be difficult. It will require overcoming the internal politi¢al
opposition which is likely to arise from some work ers&union
leaders, and/or manafers. It will require succéssful attain-
ment of the initial goals of the process, and will require con-
tinnation ;of the pressures that initially stimulated the
change. In short, like all forms of labor-management
cooperation, worker participation processes are fragile in-
struments

*

4 Ultimately, continuation of the process over time will

. require: (a) attainment of tangible goals valued by the

workers and the employer, and (b) ‘‘institutionalizing’’ the
changes into the ongoing collective bargaining relationship.

19

"’parties will only begin to explore the idea of starting a.
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Chapter 2

+ .

‘ Dynamics of Workey
: - Participation Processes
Single Qases

}

This chapter will present five case studies which illustrate
the dynamics of worker participation processes. Particular
“attention will be given to how experiments which may begin
as relatively narrow efforts focused on involving individuals
and small groups of workers in decisions affecting their jobs
can expand and influence the larger collective bargaining
relationship. By drawing on a number of different cases we
will also demonstrate that there is no one single outcome or
path that participation processes follow. Rather, a wide
.range of positive and negative outcomes has been experi-
enced by different unions at different points in time.

Local 14B and Xerox

The first case discussed in this chapter is that of Local 14B
of the Amalgamated Clothing and Textile Workers Union
(ACTWU) and the Xerox Corporation. We will report the
experiences of these parties in some detail since this case
nicely illustrates many of the central themes developed in this
book. Specifically, the case illustrates the fit between a QWL
process and the larger economic, grganizational, and collec-
tive bargaining context in which the process is embedded.

3
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This case involves a large, highly skilled, blue-collar
bargaining .unit located in the Rochester manufacturing
facility of Xerox. The union and the company began a joint-
ly administered QWL program in late 1980 after a claus®
authorizing experimentation with such .a program was in-
cluded in their 1980 bargaining agreement. Data for this
study were gathered through interyiews with the partiés over
a 4hree-year period starting just after the initiation of the
'‘QWL process and ending after the settlendent of the parties’
1983-labor agreement. Survey data were collected from a
sample of 38%-workers out of a ‘bargaining unit of approx-
imately 4,000 workers. The case data were collectdd during
the summer, of 1982, approximately 20 months after the

staft-up of the QWL project. In this case, the union involved

in the QWL project acts as a full joint sponsor_and sits with
representatiyes of management on all of the various steering
and oversight commlttees The actual partmpa[non process
resembles a Quahty Cirtle (QC) program.

Background and Environment
Sfor the Experiment

LLocal 14B .and Xerox have had ‘a long-standing,

cooperative colle@ive bargaining relationship. The company

voluntarily recogmzed the union in the late 1940s when the .

firm was a small manufacturer of a single product line. From
the outset, the relationship was influenced by the strongly
.held philosophy of the founder of the firm. He believed in
the desirability of maintaining cooperative and highly pro-
fessional relationships between the union and the company.
His commitment has carried through the relationship up to
the present time and his philosophy was passed on to his
various successors in later years, largely through the con-

tinued leadership of the director of industrial relations for -

4

the Corporation. ‘m
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In the 196/05, Xerox began to-capitalize on a series of
technologigal breakthroughs that transformed the firm from
a small and largely unknown business to one of the leading
Fortune 500 corporations. The company continued to enjoy
rapid rates of growth and high profits through the 1960s
since its technological advances had continded to pr(ﬁvide a
near monopoly in the major product line. As the cpmpany
expanded, ney plants were opened and the union was volun-
tarily recognized on the hasis of card checks or uncontested
representation elections in each new facility. The major
manufacturing‘feioilities of the Corporation are located in
one medium-sized city in the Northeast. Smaller facilties are
located in other cities in various.regions of the country. The
company also acquired several smaller firms within the last
decade as it sought to diversify into related prodﬁct lines seen
as having higher growth potential than the products on
which the company’s previgus growth was built.

The competitive environment for this company changed
‘dramatically” during the last decade. Both domestic and
foreign competition intensified at the same time that \the
growth in the overall market for its products began to slow
down and decline toward the end of the 1970s. The market
decline continued at an even more rapid rate during the
recession of the early 1980s. By 1982, the company announc-
ed that it would be necessary to reduce its blue- and white-
collar labor force by at least 30 percent as it struggled to
regain its competitive position in its basic product line and to
slowly but surely shift its new product development
resources to the newer, more promising lines. of business it
had developed through acquisitions in recent years. .Thus,
the QWL process in this case exists in a bargaining relation-
shi;;\that historically was characterized by higher levels of
cooperation and an economic environment that had turned
from one that had been expanding for a long period of time
- to one that was rapidly deteriorating.

e
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Origin and Structure of the QWL Process

The QWL process was launched with a provision included

in the parties’ 1980 collective bargaining agreement. That
" provision reads as follows: -

“Employee Involvement

A Joint Company-Union Employee Involvement Com-
mittee shall be established to investigate and pursue op-
portunities for enhancing employees =work satisfaction
and productivity. To this end, the Joint Commlttee shall
meet regularly to undertake the followmg respon-.
sibilities:

A. Review and evaluate ongoing programs, pro-
jects, and experiments, both Within and out-
side the Company, designed to encourage
employee involvement.

B. ~DPevelop programs, projects, and expériments
that might ultimately be broadly applied.

C. Establish subcommittees to develop suggested -
programs for specific areas. Hear and review
reports from_'}hese subcommittees.

D. Submit reports and recommendations to the
Company and Union regarding the implemen-
tation and subsequent progress of specific pro-
grams. .

The original idea for this provision came from the chair-
man of the board of the company. He indicated an interest in
developing some type of employee mvolvement program.
Both the industrial relations staff of the Corpdration and the
international union representatives were prepared to discuss

- this issue in negotiations since both groups had been examin-

ing ‘the experiences of other companies and unions with

24
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various worker participation experiments during the year
prior to the b?ginning of formal negotiations.

Program Structure and Content .

The structure used to implement the QWL process consists
of several different joint committees and groups. At the top

of the structure is the Planning and Policy Committee which

consists of four union officers agd four management
l'epresentatives including the vice-president of manufactur-

Ing, the manager ‘of personnel, the manager of industrial

relations, and the manager of QWL services. This committee
meets approximately every four to six weeks and is responsi-
ble for establishing broad guidelines and policies for the
QWL process. Each of the four central plants in the com-
pany’s major manufacturing complex has an Advisory Com-

mittee consisting of 10 union and 10¥nanagement represen-
. " . \ . .
tatives. The job of these advisory committees is to develop

plans for implementing the QWL prodess and monitoring its
progress and coordinating its activities with other
developments in. the plant. Within each plant the various
business centers also have a steering committee consisting of
the manager of the center, two foremen, two technical per-
sonnel, and four union representatives. The task of this com-

3

mittee is to provide support for the QWL teams that undetgo - -

training in probiemsolving techniques.

The basic unit of the QWL process is the QWL team. Each

team consists of Sii( to eight employees from the.same work

area. Participatié in a team is voluntary; however, both
bargaining unit and other employees are encouraged to par-

_ ticipate. Each team elects its own leader who may or may not

be the supervisor for that work group. Approximately 50
percent of the leaders in these groups are not supervisors.

Each team undergoes an initial 40-hour ':'t{aining program
of which 28 hours are paid for by the employer and 12 hours
_ Lo \

\
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are contributed by the employee. The training program is
spread over approximately a 10-week period and emphasiges
problemsolving skills and team building. Figure 2.1 il-
lustrates some of the material typically covered in a training
program. At the end of the training program, a graduation
ceremony is held in which each team presents its.analysis of
workplace problems and suggested solutions to the manage-
ment of that plant. Union representatives normally arc pre-
sent and speak at these graduation ceremonies.

Figure 2.1
-Putting QWL into Practice
Problem Solving Team - Education & Training

QWL/EL Concepts ¢ ) Lo
Problem Solving Skills “ ’
* Data gathering techniques
¢ Cause and effect analysis
* Parcto analysis and histogram
¢ Check sheets and control charts
* Using statistics
*Team Building and Functioning

* Interpersonal communications
* Effective team meetings

* Team records and reports

* Work.on real problems

* Using technical staff support
* Presentation skills

Program =40 hours)(28 paid, 12 voluntary)
4 hougs over 10 weeks '

Graduation - team presentations on real problems
Presented to: steering committee and management

After graduating, each QWL team meets once a week for
approximately one hour to discuss problems-and to review
the status of suggestions for improvements made at previous

26
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/ meetings. The groups cannot make changes that would con-
. flict with the provisions of the collective bargaining agree-

3?

ment. The parties refer to items which are ““on line,” i.e.,
those'/lssues which fall within the legitimate scope of discus-
sion of a QWL team, and ‘‘off line’’ issues which are
covered by the collective bargaining agreement and therefore
can ot be altered by a specnflc suggestion from a team

The efforts of these teams$ are supported by eight full time,
union and eight full-time management QWL coordﬁmators..

" The coordinators provide technical advicé and help train the

teams. Each coordinator has agreed to remain in this posi-
tion for at least two years. In addition, a full-time manager
of QWL services monitors the overall program for the Cot- -
poration. He is assisted by an outside consultant who initial-
ly worked approximately four days a week with the union
and the company and now has scaled his.involvement down
to approximately one to two days a week. The hiring of the

consultant was also a joint activity of the local union

representatives and the company. In fact, the first 1nd1v1dua1

- to be considered was replaced by the present consultant

'~ because both the union and the management representatives

felt that the present person was more successful in develop-

‘ing a rapport with union officers and committee members.

‘The teams can be accurately described as Quality Circle
groups. The focus is on problemsolving around job-related
issues No changes had been made in the organization of the
work, the roles of supervisors, the compensation structure,
or other structural aspects of the plant level work organlza—
tion as of June 1982. The manager of QWL services, :
however, saw this as only the first phase of a more
amibitiouy organizational change process. In addition to in-
creasing #he number of workers trained for the QWL process
(his goal is to train and involve 80 percent of the workforce
by the end of 1985), this manager sees the process moving on
to the point where workers and QWL teams would address a

e

27



20  Dynamics of Worker Participation

wider array of issues related to work organization, job
design and work layout, and work group management. This
would move the QWL process closer to an autonomous work
group type of organization. As of the summer of 1982,
however, none of the teams had moved to this stage nor had
the company and the union agreed to this objective.

- By the-summer of 1982, approximately 25 p‘erbent of the
members of the bargaining tnit had been trained and were
participating in a QWL team. Because the company has been
experiencing layoffs since mid-1981, a number of people
who have completed training are.not participating in teams
because the teams have been dlsrupted by movements of peo-
ple through the seniority bumping process.

Initial Union Response to QWL

According to ‘the internationat representative of this
- union, the officers and members of the local were not sure
how the QWL process would affect them. He stated:"

We weren’t making a quahty product and we
knew if we could producé a better produgct it would
enhance job security. But the stewards were skep-
tical, the shop ¢hairmen didn’t want to get involv- +
ed. They didn’t know what QWL meant and it was
a gimmick to them. The company has had so many
programs each beginning and ending at various
points in time. At the same time, the union’s

» perception of the company’s goals at the outset of
v \ the program was that this was an honest approach
to get workers involved in improvjpg efficiency and
guality. We thought that the top executives of the
corporation (the Chairman of the Board and the
President and Chief Executive) were sincere.

Thus, despite some initial apprehensiony the uniofi decided .
to go ahead, include the language in the agreement reported
above, and actively participate in the development and im-

[ 3
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plementation of the program. A year after the initiation of
the QWL process, the key union representatives reviewed
their own views of the process to date. The international
union representative stated that:

This has been a real eye opener to me. Manage-
ment wanted to make certain changes and produce
more to meet their schedules. The workers agreed

%  to cooperate. They understand the competitive
threat better now. They see the relationship be-
tween their work and the success of the product
they make.

The business agent for Local 14B has been with the com-
pany for more than 15 years and was also quite skeptical of
the program at the beginning. He assessed the status of the
program one year into its life as follows.

us. This would not have béen possible three or four
years ago and I see this as'a result of the QWL pro-
gram. At'a meeting yesterday, for example, the vice
president of manufacturing shared all the numbers

on costs and future orders that he has so we could
really get behind this layoff problem. [The union
representatives and the company had met to try to
avoid the layoffs of approximately thirty people .
and had been successful in doing so.]

Management is really 7}1aring information with

Another long-time company employee and union official .
is the general shop chairman. He is currently a full-time
employee paid by the company. In addition to being respon-
sible for coordinating the work of the shop stewards, he is
the key union representative who oversees the QW1L-process. .- .
He started out as a strong skeptic of the QWL program but
later became a strong supporter. He stated, for example,

At first I saw little point in all of this. We wor-
ried that this sort of program would make the shop
stewards superfluous. But we have had no regrets.

ERIC : 29
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w

The program is running very efficiently. The
management director of the QWL program is very
fair in his dealings with the union. We have had
great confidence in the consultant that the com-
pany hired Yo work- with us and we trust him. The
key is that we are considered to be equals by
management. It’s not like a short-lived program
run by management where we will be left to pick up
the crumbs.

The support of the shop stewards was a bit slower in
developing in this case, as in most cases. Still, however, when
we interviewed them at two years into the process, none of
the shop stewards voiced opposition to the program, none

saw serious overlaps or jurisdictional conflicts between the,

QWL process and the handling of grievances or with provi-

sions of the collective bargaining agreement, and all of them -

agreed that the union should continue to support the QWL
process and be actively involved in it. Consequeritly, the first
two and one-half years of the QWL process was a time of
groWing support and commitment on the part of top union
leaders and union stewards. In addition, the union represen-
tatives serving as QWL facilitators were emerging as another
important group of union activists supporting the process.

Evolution of Management Support

Ty

_As noted earlier, the initial impetus to the (\)WL process
came from the chairman of the board of Xerox. Within one
year of thnegotiations over the 1980 agreement, thls chair-
man was scheduled to step down and be replaced by the cur-
rent president of the Corporation.-This president and future
chief executive officer -also shared a strong commitment ‘to
develop the- QWL process.. Thus, the commitment from the
top levels of the Corporation was very strong at the begin-
ning of the program and remained strong through its initial
implementation phase.
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W hile S{mport at the top had been strong from the Starl
support at the plant level and among middle managers was
reported by both company and union representatives to be
more variable and problematic. The first real test of the con-
tinuity of the program came near the end of the first year of
the program. At that time a new vice-president of manufac-
turing had just taken over, and the budget for the second
year of the program was under discussion. At the same time,
the company was experiencing increéasing competitive
pressures and it was‘clear that layoffs would be coming in the
~ second year. '

The issue of funding and cost of the second year of the
program came {0 a head in a meeting that involved the
managex’s of the four plants in the manuyfacturing complex,
the vice-president of manufacturing, the QWL consultant,
the director of QWL services for the Corporation, and the
three key union officials discussed above. The meeting began
with the vice-president indicating that ‘the estimated $6'
million price tag for the second year of the program was too
high, that the money was just not available for the program.
The 0utsnde consultant reported the dynamics of this meeting
from that point on as follows: -

14

The dynamics of this meeting were interesting in
two respects. First the General Shop Chairman
(who is the union representative on the QWL pro-
gram) took on the new Vice President of Manufac-
turing and challenged him directly by asking him if
the company was ‘‘decommitting’’ to the program.
Second, the plant managers took a much more ac-
tive role in.challenging the new vice president as
well and in trying to look for alternative solutions.
The General Shop Chairman initially brought up
issues that the plant managers should have raised
themselves such as, what’s the consequence of
backing off the program the first time money
becomes an issue? ° | ., :

A f \j
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These discussions ultimately produced an agreement that
the plant managers agreed would absorb some of the césts of
the second year of the program within their own line budgets
and would look for ways to bring the cost of the program
down without slowing its progress. Eventually the cost of the
second year was pared down to $3 million as opposed to the
original estimate of $6 million. Consequently, with the joint
support of the local union representatives and the line
managers, the QWL process survived its first initial test, the
turnover of a key management decisionmaker.

The lack of support for the program from middle
managers and first-line supervisors was recognized by all of
the parties. Lndeed after two years of experience with the
program, the QWL manager was asked by the vice-president
of manufacturing to develop a strategy for dealmg directly
with the lack of support from middle managers. They titled
the new strategy ‘‘Changing the Management Culture.’’

L.ocal union representatives esfimated that perhaps 80 to
85 percent of the line managérs above the first-line super-
visors and below the plant managers were opposed to the
QWL process. Opposition of these managers was attributed
to their fear of losing power and having their roles changed
while they failed to see the leadership styles and decision-
making processes of managers above them changing in ways
that were consistent with the QWL process. Opposition also
appeared from some support groups such as the manufactur-
ing engineering personnel who felt threatened by the idea of
having hourly workers suggesting changes in work practices
~or layouts that had heretofore been within the Junsdlctlon
and dlscretlon of engineering.

Evolving Views of the Rank and File

Rank and file employees exphcntly agreed to initiate the
QWL process when they voted to ratify the 1980 collective
bargaining agreement. Although that agreement was ratified
by an overwhelming margin, thexQWL provision included in

B
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the agreement did not play a significant role in the discussion
of the contract or in the vote itself. Thus, the -first real
evidence available concerning rank and file reactions to the
QWL process came from the response to initial requests for
volunteer participants. According to both the manager of
QWL services and union representatives, there was some in-
itial reluctance on the part of most employees to be the ““first
to get involved.”’ Just as the union representatives indicated
in their statements, rank and file members had already seen a
number of management initiatives to improve productivity

y out'a new communications program or enhance at-
tltujes and were fearful that this was another ‘‘gimmick.”’
However, a number of* groups were convinced to consider
the process.  After the first several groups responded very
positively to the QWL training, intereg in the concept spread
more easily and rapidly. The'rmanager of QWL services
reported that after the program was initiated and several
teams had completed training, most requests for volunteers
resulted in a positive response from 50 to 70 percent of the
employees in a work group. '

There were clear signs, however, that rank and file interest
in participating began to decline during the second year of
the program. The general shop chairman'reported that by
the midpoint of the second year of the process, it was getting
more difficult to get volunteers to participate. Indeed, when
we conducted our survey two and one-half years into the
process, only €5 percent of those not yet participating in-
dicated a’ willingness to join the QWL process. Moreover,
analysis of the perceptions of those involved showed that
those who had gotten involved early in the process were
beﬂning to express more negative attitudes toward the
union’s handling of QWL issues. (More gdetailed analysis of

_the. survey data is found in chapter 4.) These quantitative

data were reinforced by the statements of the general shop
chairman. In discussing our survey data he stated:

Those numbers seem to coincide with what 1
thought was going on. Those who got involved ear-

{
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ly are saying to us ‘“We took some big risks in get-
ting involved early. Then we see that we are im-
proving productivity and quality in our shops. At
the same time layoffs are occurring all around. us
and the workforce continues to shrink. We are now
asking what are we getting out of this process.”’

Links to the Larger Collective .
Bargaining Relationship

The experiences surrounding two events illustrate the rela-
tionship which emerged between the QWL process and
broader collective bargainingissues. The first event concerns
a high labor cost dperation that the firm was. threatening to
subcontract to outside vendors. The second event is the pro-

cess and results of the negotiation of the 1983 labor agree-

ment, the first agreement to be negotiated after the QWL
process had been in effect 2

The High Cost Operatto?t.‘ One of the most difficult and
controversial issues to arise between the company and Local
14B in the last several years has been the questipn of what to
do with approximately 200 workers involved in the manufac-
turing of wiring harnesses, an electronic component that
goes into the overall produtt. When Xerox first developed
the technology for its copying machines, no other firms had
the capability of manufacturing the necessary types of
harnesses. Therefore, the company developed this capability
in-house and has always produced its own wiring harnesses.
Yet, as this technology became more routine and the market
for these parts grew, many new small firms entered the
market and sold these’components to larger firms for use in
their final products. Almost all of these newer and smaller
firms are nonunion and pay wages considerably below ‘the
rate paid for unionized employees covered under the Local
14B-agreement. Indeed, the average total wage and fringe

‘benefit 3pst for Local 14B employees in this particular opera-

tion in 1982 was approximately $19 per hour, compared to

K3
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estimates from one vendor.of $8 and another of $12 per
hour. Produttivity comparisons also failed to show any
significant offsetting advantage to the Local 14B employees.
Consequently, many managers within Xerox had been argu-
ing for several years that wiring harness operations should be
subcontracted to an outside vendor. The pressure to dg so.
was intensified by the fact that all of the firm’s domestic
competitors that had entered this market considerably later
than Xerox were currently subcontracting thi§ component to
outside vendors. Thus, the cost of this particular part of the
manufacturing process was considerably higher for Xerox
than for its competitors.

This problem had been recognized by both the industrial
relations staff of the Corporation and the local union leader-
ship for a number of years..Indeed, an agreement had been
worked out prior to 1980 to slowly phase out the manufac-
ture of wiring harnesses but to do so without laying anyone
off. This agreement became unworkable, however, as the
market for the firm’s products began to deteriorate in 1980.
Therefore, the union and the company recognized they need-
ed to return to this issue in search of an alternative arrange-
“ment. While there was strong pressure within management to
simply contract out the work, there was strong opposition to
this proposal from the local union. The vice-president of
manufacturing described the discussions that ensued around .
this issue in 1981 as follows:

Management three levels above me made a deci-
sion to close down this operation. The internagional
representative of the union responded to that deci-
sion by pointing out that his shop stevards were
just livid about this decision Because it contradicted -

“an earlier negotiated effort to reach an accomr-
modation on this problem. As a result several of us
within management said ‘‘Let’s not just put these
people out on the street but let’s give the problem .
to them to see if something can be worked out. Let
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the people themselves select a team to decide what
is needed in this area.’” So this is what we did.

A group of workers and supervisors organized a task force
to examine alternatives for reducing the costs of operations
in this area. After one year of study and research the group
came back with a number of, as the vice-president of/
manufacturing described them, ‘‘astonishing recommenda-
tions.”” Below is his description of what the task forc
recommended. )

The group found that management was doing a
humber of things wrong. The layout of the plant
was wrong and they showed how it could be
redesigned. The amount of overhead allocated to
this area of the plant was also found to be wrong.
They found lots of things that could be done dif-
ferently. For example, they want to alter the con-
tract language governing transfers and promotions
to slow down the movement of people acrossjobs.
They would like to have a separate sepiority unit
for people working in this area to also cut down on
the number of moves in and out of the operation.
They,would like to fix the jobs so that people don’t
desife to rotate out of them but make them more
flexible and interesting. They would like to use
more part-time workers at peak periods of produc-
tion to smooth out the workforce and to allow the
payment of lowet wages and fringe be&nefits. They
propose eliminating a number of supervisors and
working as a semi-autonomous work group.
Overall, they have come up with a twenty-nine per-
cent cost reduction proposal. Comgpanies can’t get
twenty-nine percent cost reductiOns these days
through Imanagement studies alone.

Obviously the changes proposed bﬂ/ this group strike

directly at the heart of the collective bargaining agreement.
The unior} and company representatives studied these recom-
i : .
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~f

“mendations, accepted those that did not significantly alter
the bargaining agreement, modified several in ways that did
not cause significant problems for the agreement, and agreed
to put those that required major changes in the bargaining
agreement on the table for negotiations during the next
r round of contract talks. :

4

This example illustrates a point that comes out in all the
cases we examined in this research, namely, that it is difficult
to draw a hard and fast line of demarcation between the
QWL or worker participation process and. the collective
bargaining agreement. While the contract language govern-
ing the QWL process clearly provided the boilerplate
‘““shelter agreement’’ provision stating that nothing in the
QWL process would alter the provisions of the agreement, it
is clear that as groups such as the one described above begin
to explore alternative arrangements for organizing work,
reducing costs, or increasing productivity, their explorations
are very likely to lead them directly into contractual provi-
sions. As long gs the participation process is limited to
speeific Quality Gircle types of activities, it may be possible

- 10 limit discussions to topjcs described as ‘‘on line”” and to
avoid those ‘‘off line”’ topics that are the province of the
bargaining agreement. Over time, however, it is likely that
this distinction will become more difficult to enforce, as was
the case in this example. At the same time, it does not
necessarily mean that solutions cannot be identified that
both preserve the integrity of the bargaining agreement and
do not frustrate the change process. As we will see, the key to
the parties’ successful handling of this issue at Xerox was
that they clearly recognized the need for union and manage-
ment representatives to negotiate those issues that did in-
volve contractual language. _ ~

The 1983 Contract Negotiations. Contract negotiations,
for the first agreement after start-up of the QWL experiment
began in late 1982 in anticipation of a contract expiration
date of March 31, 1983. Both parties knew that this was go-
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ing to be the most difficult negotiations they had faced in
more than 30 years. Since the 1980 contract was signed, the

- market for the firm’s products had shrunk drastically, the
recession of 1981-83 had depressed sales across the industry,
and the firm had embraced a new buginess strategy of at-
tempting to compete on the basis of pr‘;ge for the first time in
its history. These changes in competiive conditions and
strategy necessitated deep price discounts which in turn put
intense pressure on manufacturing costs. The firm also made
a decision to permanently reduce its blue- and white-collar
labor forke by over 30 percent, with the heaviest concentra-
tions in workforce reductions coming in the manufacturing
facilities where the QWL process was in place. Furthermore,
the concession bargaining that had dominated negotiations
in many other industries in 1981 and 1982 meant that many
of the industries and unions traditionally used as bases of
comparison had already implemented contract concessions
and wage deferrals. Finally, accompanying the transition to
the new business strategy and the increased pressure on
manufacturing and labor costs, came a shift in the distribu-
tion of power within top managerial circles. khe power of
the financial cost-conscious managers had increased at the
expense of industrial relations. As a result, the industrial
relations staff lost much of the autonomy it had previously
enjoyed over the planning ang strategy formulation for labor
negotiations. Thus, the union representatives recognized that
other management officials'were in direct control or “‘calling
the shots’’ for these negotiations and that the industrial rela-
tions staff would be under intense pressure to negotiate labor.;
cost reductions and tighter contractual language.

. Just where concern for the QWL process stood within
management as negotiations opened was in serious question.
The union representatives believed that the hard-line posi-
tion advocated by management negotiators signaled that the
company really did not care about whether the QWL process
survived these negotiations or not. They_felt that the com-
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pany was being hypocritical in the approach it was taking to
negotiations. On_the one.hand, all during the term of the
agreement the company was preaching the values of QWL
with its stress on openness, problemsolving, high trust, and
information sharing. On the other hand, when it came time
for negotiations, the company’s initial proposals called for
major concessions in the areas of subcontracting language,
job transfers and promotions, and other sensitive areas. In
addition, the employer representatives appeared, in the eyes
of the union negotiating team, to take a rather closed-
minded approach to negotiations rather than indicate a will-
ingness 10 consider alternatives in a problemsolving fashion,

The union, for its part, opened negotiations by making
two basic points. First, it stressed that it had cooperated with
the company throughout the term of the agreement to
develop and sustain the QWL process and that it wanted to
maintain and strengthen that process. Second, it stressed
that in order for the process to be sustained through a second
term of the contract, some provision for job secyrity and for
sharing the gains of the QWL process needed to be included
in: the new agreement. ‘

The partles eventually reached an agreement after extend-
'ing the 0ld contract two weeks beyond its scheduled expira-
tion date. Four provisions included in the new contract are
relevant to the QWL process:. ' \

: . L
1. The parties agreed to continue the QWL process withno
significant changes in the language governifig this pro-
cess.

2. The partigs agrld to extend the wiring lrarness experi-
ment to all subcontracting situations. That is, if the
comparly proposes to subcontract out work that it
believes is not currently being done at a competitive
level, the issue will first be given to the QWL team in
that area to see if it can propose a strategy for making .
the operations competitive. If the work is comtracted
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out, the company agrees to bring in other work that can .

- be performed at competitive costs. Any worker assjgrred
to this new work will retain his current rate of pa¥y:

3. The ca pany'agreed to a guarantee of no layoffs for the ©

three years of the new agreement

4. All remaining issues. mvolvmg the wiring harness area
“were resolved.

This agreement representéd a major étep toward the in-
" tegration of the QWL process with collective bargaining.
- Essentially, the process of experimentation with new work
organization (the wiring harness proposals)-was generalized
to all similar situations and made ,a part of standard
operating practice. In addition, the union achieved the job
securtty guarantee\(atﬂeast for the term of this agreement)
believed needed to maintain rank and file and leadership
- support for the QWL process. Fmally, those issues which the
Parties were not able to settle through the QWL process

because they weré too central to the overall bargaining agree-
ment were appropriately referred to the bargaining table and
resolved there as part of the overall renegotiation of the
agreement. Thus, without judging the merits of the specific
terms agreed to by the union and the company, this cgse
" serves as a model for linking the QWL and collective
bargaining processes. o

Aol

Summary and Conclusions

This case illustrates how a narrowly focused agreement to-

experiment with a QWL process evolved over time in the face
of changing economic circumstances. It grew from an effort
to improve the QWL experiences of individual workers into
an integral part of the parties’ strategies for addressing the _
basic economic problems of the firm and the job security |
concerns of the union membership. Innovatrons first sug-
gested by participants in the QWL process have since been
transformed into standard operating procedures. The QWL
process survived its first set of severe tests because the parties .

0
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éu_ccessfully relsponded to the job security concerns that had
caused worker support for the QWL process to plateau and
decline.

While the parties were successful in this case in negotiating
an agteement that reinforced the QWL process in the face of
an extremely harsh economic environment, these negotia-
tions could just as easily have led to the demise of QWL and
a return to a lower trust, arms-length union-management
relationship. The high level of, trust built up over the years
between industrial relations professionals and union leaders
in this company were clearly instrumental in seeing the par-
ties through these difficult times.

Local 717 and Packard Electric

The QWL process between Local 717 of the International
Union of Electrical Workers (IUE) and Packard Electric is
the longest running worker participation project in our sam-
ple. Since Packard Electric is a division of General Motors, -
the development of a QWL program at this company is not
independent of the origins and history of QWL in the auto
industry. As will be outlined“below, however, the content of
the program has gone considerably farther than most of the
QWL activities described elsewhere in this book. Indeed, this
case provides the best example of a local union that saw the
QWL process right from the beginning as a,strategy for pro-
tecting job security. Thus, there has always been a close link
between the QWL process and this wnion’s broader strategies
for representing the basic economic interests of its members.

Backgroimci to the QWL Process

The beginning of the QWL process can be traced to an an- -
nouncement made in 1973 by the general manager of .
Packard that there would be no more hiring or major capital
investment in Warren, Ohio due to the high cost of produc-
tion. As a result, job security became a major concern to the

. Packard employees during the mid-1970s. The current union
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.administration, although not in office at. that time, ran in
1977 on a platform to save the workforce through closer
cooperation wnth management.

Evidence that the joint efforts were viewed as a means of
addressing concerns over job security can be seen in the
following statement by the chairman of the shop committee
who was elected in 1977.

Between 1956 .and 1973, Packard had grown to
13,500 employees. Between 1970 and 1973, we still
hired but in 1973 started to implement a long-range

. strategy. . . . so highly labor-intense production
was subcontracted and new plants were opened in
the South. In 1975 I was not the Chairman—I had
been defeated—so 1 went back to the machine for
two years. Working there and listening to the peo-
ple gave me good insight as to what people wanted.
In 1974-75 started the industrial decline and the
biggest concern was job security—[the workers] felt
the threat. There was a lot of emotion in the plant.
[The President] and I got together in 1977 and ran
on the platform that we would try to save jobs and .
have closer cooperation with .management; that,
yes, the union and its people could have an impact.
on'the futu;e ‘When elected, 1 began to implement
that.

After that union election, . weekly labor—management
. meetings were initiated involving the shop chairman, presi-

- dent of the union, plant manager, and personnel director.’

That group, or the Steering Committee as it was later called,
started its joint efforts with several noncontroversial joint

projects, such as blood drives, the collection of funds for.

United Way and the Employee Assistance Program.

At abput the ‘same time as the Steermg Cdommittee was

»



\

. Dynamics of Worker Participation 35

group and the result was a joint union-management Jobs
Commlttee The purpose of this committee is to:

. develop an ongomg union- management ap-
pxoach that will maintain-job secu nd identify
opportunities for hiring in the Warrey operations.

-~

In addition to saving and creating jobs, the Jobs Committee
is concerned with employee involvement in Packard’s opera-
tions. The joint committee operates by examining varieus
methods for saving and/or creating jobs and then develops
projects to accomplish that purpose. These projects tend to
address operational problems such as improving quallty,
‘production or product delivery.

As noted above, employée inv8lvement is included in the
philosophy of the Jobs Committee. While it is difficult to
separate the formal ‘‘quality of working life’’ activities from
the projects initiated by the committee, a wide spectrum of
employee involvement or worker participation projects at

~ Packard Electric has bee{l started since 1978.

The Jobs Committee

As noted earlier, one of the objectives of the Jobs Com-
mittee is to build the concept of worker participation into the
projects it undertakes to save and/or create jobs. That com-

_mittee consists of eight union and ‘eight management

representatives. The umion members include the president,
shop chairman, two subchairmen, two committeemen, one
benefits representative and one skilled trades representative,
while the management representatives consist of members
frdm each staff area. In order to illustrate the ac-
complishments of the Jobs Committee, three successful pro-
jects from 1978 and 1979 are briefly. déscnbed below.

(1) The Maintenance Survey Project—Four new
employees were hired as a result of this project. Its

~ purpose was to identify ways to improve construction
performance. Two teams observed construction-
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maintenance personnel, noted how time was wasted,
and recommended the purchase of machinery ani
tooling and the creation of new jobs.

(2) The Metal Parts Project-—A team of employees was
organized to reduce costs in the metal parts area S0
the company could successfully compete for metal
parts busines$ on a worldwide basis. The team recom-
mended the purchase of several new presses, which
resulted in a cost reduction and the ¥iibsequent hlrmg
of 46 employees.

(3). The Skilled Trades Requirement—As a result of the
branch plants’ - operations, office expansion, pro-
jected requirements and experience gained from the
previous two projects, the Jobs Committee recom-
mended that 115 new jobs be filled in the skilled
trades area. The result was the hiring of 115 people.

Q

Between 1978 and 1980 the Jobs Committee participated
“in the decision to hire employees as well as the purchase and
construction of -three new plants in the Warren area. In re-
cent years, however, the committee has had a more difficult
task, since the company announced late in 1981 that 3,900
} jobs in Warren were noncompetitive and had to be
eliminated. In response to that announcement, the Jobs
Committee began to search for alternatives to layoffs. As a
result, it reduced the workforce by 900 employees through
accelerated attrition programs. A voluntary termination of
employment program and an early retirement program were
developed and the parties are currently in ‘the process of
establishing a part-time workforce. ‘All of these ideas were
developed in the Jobs Committee and subsequently taken to
the bargaining table and agreed upon during 1982 negotia--
tions,

Committees of Houxly Employees

By the summer of 1983 there were approximately 60-65
committees of hourly employees operating. While all these

-
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committees could be classnfled as QWL gr oups in fact their
scope and functions vary considerably. The parties classify
the committees into, four groups: (1) ‘‘Non-Risky’’ Commit-
tees, (2) Task Forces, (3) Employee Participation Groups
and/or Statistical Process Control Groups, and (4) Semi-
Autonomous Work Groups The types of hourly committees
~are listed and then” defined below in order of increasing

worker involvement. :

13
The ““Non-Risky”” Committees deal with “‘safe’”’ topics
such as health and safety, \housekee&ping, and substance
abuse’within a work group. A greater level of involvement
exists in Task Forces, which usually are oft;iloots of the Jobs
. Committee. A Task Force searches for c#lises of problems
identified by the Committee and then recommends solutions.

Employee Participation Groups or EPGs (similar to
Quality Circles) are voluntary groups of 8 to 12 employees
who typically meet once a week for an hour to'discuss work-
related issues, 1dent1fy problems and search for causes and
solutions. Statistical Process Control Groups or SPCs are
groups 'of emplgyees using the company’s concept of SPC,
which ‘basically is a statistﬁ system of identifying control
limjts for defects ag opposédto traditional inspection. SPC is
not perceived by everyone to be ‘‘worker participation’’ but
. the empqutees in a work group are involved in the process as

a team. ‘

Three production lines in one of the new plants operate as
Semi-Autonomous Work Groups without a direct super-
visor. These employees are.involved in the most extenswe
form of worker participation.

Summary

As in the Xerox case, at Packard it is impossible to draw a
line between the collective bargaining strategies and activities
of this local union and its worker participation strategies and
efforts. Improving the quality of working life was not the
driving motivation behind the development of joint efforts.
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The driving motivation was, and still is, to save jobs by mak-
ing the operations performed by these workers more com-
petitive. The various worker participation efforts and the
joint union-management committee structures that oversee
them are means used fo achieve these economic objectives.
Thus, the Packard case brings our argument full circle. In
the previous case we documented how QWL efforts gradual-
ly move into the traditional territory of collective bargaining.
In the Packard case, the process moved in the opposite direc-
tion as the parties carried traditional tbplcs of negotiations
into the worker participation proc‘gss

Local 2 and the Uniform Piston Company
¥

Thls case 1ll\ﬁlstrates the pltfalls of a narrowly focused
Quality Circle type of pfogram that operates ‘largely in a
vacuum, without consideration for the larger set of events
occurring in the collective bargammg relationship between
the company and the local union. We will call this the case of
Local 2 and the Uniform Piston Company (disguised name)
since the company is.a small manufacturer of auto parts
employing a bargainipg unit of appxoxnmately 300 seml-
skilled and unskilled workers.

/

Background to the “‘Group 33’ Program

The worker participation program at this company evolv-
ed out of a “‘jobs evaluation committee’’ formed by the com-
pany and the union during the summer of 1979. The original
committee met to discuss problems and make recommenda-
tions concerning the general work environment in the plant.

- When people realized that this committee created the type of

communications that should be encouraged throughout the
organization, the concept of work teams (called ‘‘Group
33s”’) covering the whole company was developed. As a
result, a central QWL Committee was created as an umbrella
group to encourage the formation of work teams. It is im-
portant to note, therefore, that in this case the QWL procesg
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evolved out of an informal labor-management committee’
decision to experiment, not out of a clause negotiated into
‘the collective bargaining agreement.

-

Program Structure and Content

The members of the central QWL Committee are a cross
section of the Various interest groups in the organization so
that different departments, ages and sexes are represented,
as are both union and management. In addition, current
members of the committee have all served as QWL
facilitators for the Group 33s at some pomt in time.

. Group 33s are considered by the orgamzatlon to be ‘“‘peo-
ple building tools”’ Their_name is derived from the three -
phases of a pérson’s life: cﬁpmunity, work and home. The
goal is to improve all three phases of the employees’ lives
through the teaching of problemsolving techniques at work.
All participation is voluntary and groups are formed when
people volunteer. \

The Group 33s operate under the same guidelines and
philosophy as does the QWL Committee. Each Group 33
meets to-discuss mutual problems and to develop solutions as
often as necessary, but meetings are limited-to one hour per
week. If the entire group agrees, it will work on any problem

‘ that does not interfere with the negotiated contract or in-
! volve any of the following subjects:

— wages.and salaries

— benefits | ‘ ' ,
— disciplinary policies

— employment policies

— terriination policies

— personalities

— company rules

Although there is no formal training for Group 33s,
facilitators spend two to four weeks working closely with
new groups in order to familiarize the members with the

X
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QWL process. Facilitators can be either union members or

- salaried personnel and are selected by union officialsand

management representatives. Facilitators also ~return to
groups periodically to ensure their progress.

Union Views of the “‘Group 33"’ Process

Twenty-five percent of the workers in the bargaining unit
were participating in Group 33s in September 1982, one-and-
one-half years after the start of the QWL process. Interviews
with the local union officials indicated general satisfaction
with the status of the QWL process. However, a number.of

-clouds appear on the horizon of this program. The problems

did not spring from what is occurring in the groups or within
thd QWL process itself, but were a consequence of the weak
presence of the local union in the administration of the QWL
process and in the larger strategic decisions being made by
the company. We will draw on our interviews with the local
union representatives to illustrate -this pr’bblem.

Separa\ion, of Problemsolving from Union-Management
Relations. While the union is formally involved in the QWL
structure, the actual role of the mnion is more one of a
““watchdog’’ than an active'partner. As a result, the activities

of the local union appear to be limited largely to jissues that

involve conflicts and disagreements with management, while
the QWL process is becoming identified as the central foram
for cooperative problemsolving. Thus, the wunion is
associated with largely adversarial issues and the more infor-
mal QWL process is given credit for solving problems. The
following quote by the vice-president of the union illustrates
the difference in management’s attitude toward him when he
raises an issue in the QWL process compared to when he
raises-an issue as a union official.

When | come in to QWL Committee meetings .« -
I'm an employee working to solve a,problem. The
QWL Committee is easier [than formal union-
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management meetings]. The people from the com-
pany are not against [the union] right off the
bat—they’re willing to work with us with no prob-
lem. |f we’disagree with them in QWL, we discuss
it. But as.a union, if we disagree, then they get mad -
and leave—they hold grudges and it filters out into

the shop. . . . Management is more honest in the
QWL program than they are with union problems
overall.

The separation between the QWL process and the han-
dling of contractual items was further illustrated by a pro-
blem that occurred when one of the QWL groups made a
proposal for an employee evaluation system, This proposal
was forwarded to the QWL Committee, which in turn for-
warded it to management, which in turn approved it. The

_union, however, viewed this new proposal as an infringe-

b

w

ment on the collective bargaining agreement and thus re-
jected it. This proposal arose at the time the company and
the union were negotiating the 1981 contract. The net result
was that the company and the union did not agree to include
any language on this issue in their new agreement. Subser
qpently, hawever, the company unilaterally implemented
part of the employee evaluation proposal outside of both the
collective bargaini[lg agreement and the QWL process.

Both the local union and management representatives
agreed that this employee evaluation proposal and its han-
dling had a negative impact on the QWL process. The
management representative responsible for the QWL»process
indicated that this controversy almost ‘‘wiped out’’ the par-
ticipation program. The president of the local union said
that the union was ‘‘almost ready to throw QWL out of the
plant’’ because of the proposal. Since management approved
the proposal, the union president viewed QWL as ‘‘a union
busting tactic.”” He resigned from the Group 33 of which he
was a member in December 1981 because of this controversy.
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The company and the union did reach an accommodation
in negotiations over the 1982 contract on the issues deemed
to be outside the jurisdiction of the QWL process. This con-
vinced the local union officials that management’s objectives
for the QWL process were legitimate and the union subse-
quently dropped its objections to the continuation of the
QWL process. %umon presidént expressed h¥s feelings
after these negotiations as follows:

They’re not touching our contract as far as we

can see. ... Management is asking employees

.~ about quite a few things. T don’t think they are try-

ing to pull anything over the union any more. They
know they couldn’t get away with it.

The Opening of a Nonunion Plant. Another issue surfaced
in early 1982 when.the company opened a new nonunion
plant in p southern state and subsequently began laying off
gmployees in the northern unionized plant where the QWL
process was ugfderway. This was only the second layoff ex-
perienced by employees of this company in 0Vel one hungred
years. The president of the union expressed his lack of-trust
in management as a result of this developmentias follows:

The company took a lot of our work out of the
plant and put it in the new plant in the South and
now they are working and we have people laid off.
The people out here-aren’t trusting management on
a lot of things. . . . If we’d still had®that work that
is being done in the South, those people would not
have been laid off.:

<«

Implications of this Case

This case illustrates a number of potential pitfalls for a
local union that can arise out of a worker participation pro-
cess that is not linked to the collective: bargaining relation-
ship through contractual language at the outset and where
the QWL process at the workplace is isolated from the larger
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strategic decistons of the company. If the QWL process takes
over more of the problemsolvmg functions at the workplace,
the union is left with a more limited agenda of adversanal
issues thdt it can c_l_a‘i'm as its own. New ideas, such as the
employee evaluation proposal, which generate enthusiasm
among a, subset of employees, then create the appearance
“.that the union is only an opposition force. Finally, this case
is an example where an employer is asking its local union and
union members to cooperate at the workplace in the short
run while it is in the process of making a strategic decision to
divert investments to a nonunion plant in another part of the
country. Because the local union officials are not directly in-
volved in the design and administration of the QWL process
and have not used the QWL process to open a dialogue with
company officials over strategic decisions, the unionis notin
|?e§i1ion to link efforts to preserve jobs to the participation
process.’ ' '

e Local 70 and Freeman, Inc.

A Cas@tudy of a Demoralized QWL Process

ﬁus case summarizes the quality of working life efforts at
Freeman, Inc. (disguised name), a major Canadian grocery
chajn. QWL programs were initiated in several of the
gr ery stores in Freeman’s Ontario division and m a new
meatcutting plant also located in Ontario.

Freeman operates approximately 75 stores in the Toronto
metropolitan area, all of which are organized by the same in-
ternational union (we will refer to this union as Local 70). In
late 1981, the company also opened a new meatcutting plant
just outside of Toronto on the same property as the Ontario
division headquarters. This plant is also organized by Local
70. The union participated jointly with the company in
designing the plant on a socio-technical basis. The plant ran
for approximately eight months on that basis but a# lost

money and operated at an unacceptably low level of produc- -

U
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tivity and quality. As a result, she company decided to bring
in a new plant manager and revert back to a very traditional
management and organization style and work organization
system. ' -

The QWL proéram in the retail store division predated the

‘opening of the meatcutting facility by about three years.

Four stores were involved in some form of QWL process at
one time or another. Experience with these QWL efforts en-
couraged the company to-Gse the socio-technical desi%n to set
up the meatlutting facfity. In 1981, the company began ex-
periencing severe finandgial pressures, largely due to the reces-
sion and to the increase in competition from independent
grocery stores and other retail outléets. Partly because of this
pressure and partly for other reasons, QWL programs in the
stores faded out of existence. In short, this is a case study of
a demoralized QWL program both in the retail stores and in
the meatcutting plant. ‘

Background to the Meat Plart/

In the late 1970s, Freeman’s r:\zhagement decided it was
necessary to build a meatcutting agd packaging facility. The
general manager indicated that the decision to set up the
plant on a socio-technical desigtﬁmd to work jointly with the
union was made right at the outset. He stated,

We saw an opportunity to design a plant with a
new approach. We wanted to do it on a quality of
working life and socio-technical system basis. We
saw this as an extension of the QWL philosophy
that we were developing in our retail division.

Union and employer representdtives visited meat facilities in -

the United States. The union alsg received advice from its in-
ternational union concerning the designs and blueprints for
the plant as they were developed. :

The personnel 'manager for the pl.ant indicated that,
although the union was involved right from the beginning,

N
02

-

e

e —



\, P

Dynamics of Worker Participation 45
its involvemnent was generally limited to reacting to designs as
they were drawn up. In other words, the union took little in=
itiative in developing its own ideas or suggestions, There was
also a tapering off of union involvement about half way.
through the design phase, according to the personnel
manager. He believed that the union’s involvement in the
design of the plant was consistent with its posture in relation
to other QWL efforts: -

Instead of committing themselves to joint
decision-making they preferred to take the position
of' “‘you show us what you'plan to do and we will
tell you if it’s okay.” Instead of taking a joint
desngn approach, the umqn prefers to maintain 1ts
‘yeto authority role.

The union representatives indicated that they did have full
opportunity to participate in the design of the plant and that
they had confidence in the outside consultant hired by the
company to help ipstall the new work system. Indeed, th
key union busmesm\gent involved in the QWL efforts in-
dicated that.she was very satisfied with the role that the con-
- sultant played and his ‘efforts to insure that union points of

view were taken into consideration. X

~ The Design and Operation of the Plant ' ' y 4

The plant cost approximately $27. mllhon to build -and .
equip. Approximately $1 million of equipment was placed at
the front and-the back end of short manufacturing linés,
whereas a traditional plant would have had much'longer
lines and required only about $500,000 of front and back end
equipment. In a traditional medtcutting plant with long
lines, jobs are verhighly specialized. In this plant there were .-
five short lines with fewer specialized jobs. In addition, the
knes were desigRed to allow workers to move across différent
operations more easily. :

The work was organized around work teams of 12 to 16
people ywith the goal of having everyone learn all the dif-

Y
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ferent jobs in the plant. There were to be no dead-end jok‘s n
the plant and no discrimination based on sex or race in the
allocation of jobs to different individuals. Furthermore, the
jobs were designed in a way so that the phy#ical requirements
did not exclude any individuals from any jobs. For example,
in a traditional meatpacking plant, beef carcasses arrive in
railroad cars or trucks and rethLre considerable hoisting at
all stages of the front end operations. In this plant there was
no heavy hoisting except at one point where the carcass had

. to be raised up to the first saw. Conveyors and mechanized

hotsting were built into the design to allow women and other
individuals with less lifting power to work on jobs at the
front end of the plant.

In traditional plants there are finely defined job classifica-
tions with the meatcutter being the topmost skilled classifica-
tion. Paymeng 1s based on the job being performed at a par-
ticular point in time. The desngn of this plant called for peo-
ple to progress through the §ix levels of the job classification
system by learning the various jobs and being certified as be-
ing capable of performing the different tasks. The system

"design called for ‘‘pay for knowledge’’ rather than pay for
. the work performed.

The original design called for very few managers and no
tladmonal foremen. Instead, work was organized in work
teams on ah autonomous work group basis with facilitators
providing assistance and help in organizing the work. The
collgctive bargaining agreement governing the first year of
operation in the plant was a very simple and short document.
It covered the economic terms of~the contract but did not
contain detailed provisions on seniority, bumping, or other

_job classification and work organization provisions. Instead,

it provided that the progression system would be monitored
by a review board which also handled recommendations,
grievances, dnsmplme cases, and other issues; The review
board was made up of three workers and three managers

~ from the plant, and thé union business agent.

N
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Iztpertences Under the Socio- Techmcal System .
Accordmg to the personnel manager, the wokad a
mixed reaction to the initial organization of work™in the
plant. The greatest sources of resistance came from the most -
skilled meatcutters. The personnel manager indicated that in
the traditional organizations, meatcutters prefer to work
with red meat, i.e., beef rather than poultry or pork. Some
of the top flight butchers who earlier had transferred from
the company’s stores to the plant resented the idea that they
had. to rotate around to less skilled jobs and that other peo-
ple could be working in the high skilled classifications
without going through the long periods of training?“and
seniority accumulation that the butchers had gone through.
According to the personnel manager, the-top butcher also
tended to be a ‘‘rough tough type guy’’ who served as an in-

formal work %roup leader.

In addition, in the past there were few women in the skill-
ed jobs in meatpacking operations because of the heavy lift-
ing and dangerous nature of the work. Finally, the idea of
conducting team meetings where the authority and status of
the top butcher or meatcutter was being challenged made it
difficult for seme of the workgrs to adapt to the new
organization. On the other hand; many employees had an
opportunity to learn Dew jobs and obtain new skills in the
plant at a very swift pace. As a result, the overall reaction to
the new arrangement was mixed.

Problems with the Work System
Design and Implementatjon

The company expected to lose approximately $8 million'in
the first year of plant operatiéns. However, in the first eight
moriths it had already lost $20 million. Productivity and pro-
duct quality were both very poor in the months that the plant
was operated under this system. The business agent in charge
of the plant indicated that she saw many problems develop-
ing in the plant, both with the way in which the workers
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handléd their newly found ambiguity and freedom, and in
the general operation of the plant. Some of the workers, ac-

. cording to the business agent, took the new arrangements as

“a license to steal.”’ For example, workers took longer cof-
fee breaks, the team meetings failed o focus on substantive
workplace issues and accomplished little, and in some cases
workers even rigged up a bogus reporting system where at
one point nine workers were falsely reported to be atwork.

Workers were also being certified at classification levels well - .

beyond their ability. These are only examples of the more ex-
treme problems which developed under the system.

After the plant had been operating for eight months, the
top executives of the corporation made a decision to replace
the plant manager and to abandon the socio-technical work
system. Interviews with the managers and union officials in-
volved suggested the following reasons for the failure of the
new system. First, it is clear that management made a major
mistake in failing to staff the plant with managers experienc-
ed in either general manufacturing or meatpacking manufac-
turing. Instead, all the managers of the new plant came from
the retail food operations and brought retail orientations and
experience into the factory environment. Thus, they did not
understand either the technical or the social system they were
getting into. Second, although there was a well-articulated
design for the social side of the plant, the consultants lacked
knowledge of the technical natureé of a meatcutting plant.
Their prior *experience in implementing socio-technical
systems. came from other manufacturing environments.
Third, inadequate workforce training was provided regard-
ing problemsolving techniques, workers’ responsibilities
under the new work organization and semi-autonomous
system, and management’s expectations for production.

The Change to a Traditional Operation

The regional director of Local 70 believes the central
reason for the failure of the socio-technical program was

N~
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that people took advantage of the freedom offered under the
system. In addition, he believes that the management was,
afraid of the union in the plant. He said, ““They went alang .
with anything the union wanted and didn’t know how to
manage this type of plant environment.”” Essentially; he ™
reinforced the earlier statements that management was nofj'f
prepared to manage this type of participatory system, In ad-
dition, he stressed that the company made a serious strategic
mistake at the same time they were trying to get this new
‘meat processing plant off the ground. The company had
changed its marketing strategy by opening discount stores
and cuttifig prices. At the same time prices were being
lowered considerably to fit the discount model; the new meat
.processing plant was .starting -up and delivering meat of
substandard quality to the supermarkets. Thus, the
customers associated the drop in pricés with lower quallty
products and the company s previous -high reputatlon rapid--
ly declined. - ' :

Eventually new plant management turned the 0rgam7at10n ‘
badk to a traditionally-run operation. Team mectmgs were
eliminated. Any.meetings are now conducted under direct
management ‘control. In addition, time clocks were installed
and producnon lines were sped up. Job rotation was stop-
ped. _ .

The Aftermath of the Socio-Technical ‘System

Six months after the shift to the traditional organization
and management system, the union and the company com-
pleted negotiations over a successor agreement to the one-
year contract used to establish the new plant. The union had
originally planned to introduce only a very short list of con-
tract proposals and modifications to the skeleton agreement
that governed the plant for the first year. The new manage-
ment, however, according to the business agent, ‘‘forced us
to cover our ass.”” Therefore, the union proposed a ‘tradi-
" tional collective bargaining agreement. It essentially brought

~ . -
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all of the standard seniority, job classification, union securi-
ty, management rights, and other work organization clauses
back into the plant agreement. The management organiza-
tion was quite ‘‘shocked’ at this approach since it preferred
to maintain the skeleton agreement. However, the final
negotiated agreement did contain most of the standard con-
tract language. In the future, the company would still like to
have some form of team organization and would like to re-
tain the quality of work life aspects of the earlier experiment,
but not go back to the overall socio-technical design.
Management also is now determined to maintain traditional
management controls and supervisory roles in any future
participation effort in order to avoid the problems experienc-
ed under the experiment. \L |

' The Views of the General Manager

The key driving force in the development .of the QWL ef-
forts and the socio-technical design of the meat plant was the
vice-president and general manager of this company. He was
a very strong supporter of the QWL concept and believed
that the key to the future of labor-management relations lies
in the development of a high-trust relationship. His com-
ments qn the QWL efforts and the experience with the meat
plant, in an interview shortly after the start of the negotia-
tion of the second year contract, are outlined below.

My overall opinion of where we are with our
QWL efforts is that with all the excellent things
that we have accomplished we are fundamentally
failing. We have not yet rid ourselves of fear and

~distrust of each other. Fear and distrust are under-
mining our ability to brifig about meaningful
change. This distrust is leading to the negotiation
of a new labor agreement in the saine old way that
we negotiajed earlier agreements instead of
building on the positive experiences we have been
trying to develop. Instead, the union is responding
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this time the same way it has in the.past. 1 can
understand this because of the way we have han-

., dled the socio-technical plant and the way we have
now had to regress in our operations there.

s Our hope is after we do this we can go back to
_ our original intentions. Basically what we need to-
. dois to eventually get on to some core issues in our
relationship with workers and with the union to
open ourselves up to real significant change by un--
freezing our relationship. 1 was really disapﬁointed
in our inability to move on to core issues and bring

about change. :

\

| believe after all I have been through so fax that
we will not get significant change until. we jointly
agree to confront the market changes and what
they imply for employees. We can’t be afraid to use
our vision and take risks. We have to stop faking
around the issue of productivity and recognize that
we are in a mature industry. We have to educate the
union and employees to know what the retail life
cycle is all about and to recognize and realize that
there will have to be change if we are to survive in
this industry. \.

Views of the Business Agent

The business agent responsible for the plant generally
agreed with the view that the change to a more traditional
management system was needed to get the plant operating ef-
ficiently and profitably. At the same time, she -remained
strongly committed to the belief that some form of worker
participation, if properly structured and managed, should be
designed into future plans of the union and the company.
She stated Ber specific views as follows:

We have to look into these ideas and develop
.them. Look at what happened here. Even though

*
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we had a disaster from the standpoint of the plant
operations we had nothing to lose for trying and in
fact no one has lost anything yet. No workers are
worse off now than they would have been if we
hadn’t got into this effort.

- In the future the union’s role shouM be one
that’s focused more at lower levels of our organiza-
tion. We should rely less on the involvement bf
people like myself as business agents and work
.much more with our stewards and members of
plant committees. We cannot bring about change
from the top down through the company union-
management core group down to the plant level
and to the stewards in the store or plant. We have
to work from the stewards and the membership on
upward. The union staff has to be more of ’a
resource rather than a direct coordmator or
manager of the program. ) ‘

~

The Broader QWL Program in the Retail Stores

In addition to the failure of the socio-technical program,
~ the broader QWL ptocess in the retail stores-that had been in
place for several years fizzled out within the last yealpand a
half. Again, the regional director of Local 70 stressed the in-
teraction of the tougher economic tinies that the company
faced and the internal political changes within management
that led to the demise of the QWL experiments in’ the four
stores. He described the issue as follows:

W

The problem was very much internal manage-
ment politics. Middle management never really got
committed to thé effort. Especially the. regional
managers were not impressed or supportive. N

The regional directdr ‘went on to-describe the politics at the
‘top of the company as well: * °

The whole QWL coyga ‘- started because Fred
Freeman was behind it hief executive officer ~

S
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and chairman of the board and the family head '
who controlled the corporation]. Fred sold the idea
to the former president of the company and he sold
it to three or four of the other top people in the
company but this was still only less than half of the
top key management officials. Then Fred died and
the direction of the program was left in the hands
of the other board of director members who were
less enthusiastic about the idea in the first -place.
The other board members were not part of the
family buf approached the process from -more of a
professional management standpoint and were
much more focused on dollars, profits, and pro-
. ductivity. Therefore they panicked, much quicker
~ when the program began to experience problems
and the company began to go through this period

of tough competition and losses. .

Aftereffects of the Demise of QWL

When asked Whether there were any traces of the QWL or
socio-technical programs left on the union as an organiza-
tion, both the regional director and the business agent
responded that there were no adverse consequences. They
said, ‘““We can honestly say that nobody was ever hurt by the
QWL efforts.”” In fact, they believe that some very positive
by-products came out of the process. They stated that they
are the only union that was able to negotiate a guarantee of
jobs for full-time workers in the stores and they attribute this
directly to the improved climate and relationship that came
out of the QWL process. They also saw some progress
toward solving long-standing problems for night crews by
bringing them:into the mainstream of the company and giv-

. ing them an opportunity to get onto the day crews for the
-« first time. However, these efforts also fizzled somewhat as

the QWL process eroded.
“~
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Summary v

In summary, this union’s experience with both the QWL -
and the socio-technical design process illustrates that a union
~can experiment with worker -participation efforts and
manage its way through the demise of these efforts without
any lasting negative consequences. This union did so by
maintaining sufficient distance from the design of the pro-
gram so that it could always react to what the company was
dbing and be involved in it, but not be out in front leading
the effort. The union, on the other hand, did not have con-
trol over the rise and fall of the process, nor could it con-
tribute to the avoidance of the disastrous consequences that
it saw occurring under the socio-technical system. .Conse-
quently, this is an example of the case where the union was
both a junior partner in success and in failure. The parties
are now back working under a stapdard contract and carry-
ing on in traditional collective bargaining fashion.

‘ {
Newspaper Guild and Minneapolis Star and Tribune -

»

The Case of a Labor-Management Committee

- In contrast to the other cases reported in this chapter, this
case illustrates the unique features Qf an indirect form of
worker participation, namely, a Laciaor-Management Par-
ticipation Committee. In addition, this case stands out as our
only example of a professional employee bargaining unit. It
is the case of a major newspaper and a group of reporters
and other newsroom workers represented by Local 2 of the
Newspaper Guild employed by the Minneapolis Star and
Tf%une. -

Background to the W ()rker Participation Program

A system of, worker participation was formally proposed

62
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Guild succeeded in making the worker participation pro-
posal a part of the contract. That provision called for a joint
labor-management committee which would meet at least
once a month and would discuss any topics it wished, with
the exception of contractual matters. In 1976 the authority
of the committee was extended to include problems arising
out of technological change.

The Guild had first become involved in worker participa-
tion in 1971 when it consulted with management regarding
the appointment of two assistant city editors. The position of
assistant city editor is crucial to the efficient flow of the news
system, a fact of which the Guild was well aware, especially
after some ‘‘unfortunate’’ appointments were made to those
jobs in the past. As a result, the Guild approached manage-
ment with the proposal that the Guild have advice and con-
sent authority over the appointment of the two assistant city
editors. Although management representatives said they
would not give veto authority to the Guild, the executive
editor said he would be willing to consult with the Guild
about these appomtments as well as future appointments to
supervisory positions.

Management and the Guild then had a meeting during ~
which management discussed their candidatés for the two
positions and the Guild subsequently recommended two of
those persons. It turned out that the Guild’s choices matched
those of management and those two persons were appointed.
It should be noted that assistant city editors are part of the
Guild’s bargaining unit, so the Guild was participating in a
decision ,which involved its own members. This was the
Guild’s ‘“first taste’’ of what its members called ‘‘worker
participation’’_and’ thus led to the Guild’s proposal during
1972 negotiations. N

L}
rogram Structure and Content
Ay

The structure of the worker participation process consists
of a joint labor-management committee known as the

b 83
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Worker Participation Committee (WPC) which meets ap-

proximately once a month. WPC members often form sub-

committees for the purpose of investigating issues and

researching solutions to problem areas. Each news depart-

« ment initially had a WPC, so there was one committec for

WE Minneapolis Star and one for the Minneapolis Tribune. ’

wever, the two newspapers merged in 1982, so that cur-

rently there is a single WPC. The merger and its effects on

the worker participation process are discussed in a later sec-
tion of this case. _ #

Guild members of the WPC are dlected annually by the
membership and represent each area of the newsroom. The
Guild’s business agent also attends all WPC meetings, as an
observer rather than as an activeeparticipant in the discus-
sions. The editor-in-chief and assistant editot attend all
meeting. The remaining management representatives who
attend change from one meeting to the next. Eagh WPC thus
consists of approximately 12 Guild members and a varying
number of management representatives. In addition, any
other interested members of both parties may attend a WPC
meeting if they so desire. ¢ '

Prior to the WPC meetings, the Guild members caucus to
discuss possible agenda items. Then one Guild répresentative
meets. with a management membey to formally set up the

+ agenda. There is no formal process for soliciting tdeas or
suggestions regarding topics for discussion. However, Guild
members are encouraged by the WPC representatives in their
area to bring up any issues they wish, and Guild represen-
tatives regularly take informal polls to splicit topics for
discussion. Minutes of the WPC meetings are posted each
month on departmental bulletin boards and usually serve as
a springboard for comments made by Guild members to
their representatives on the committee.

/

i
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During the WPC’s 10 years of existencd, it has moved
from a kind. of ‘‘grievance committee’’ for noncontractual
matters to much more of a participative decisionmaking pro-
cess for the Guild. According to the business agent, expecta-
tions of the Guild initially were ‘‘not too high,”’ so that
topics during the first couple of years primarily were based
on complaints about. necessary equipment for the newsroom
and cafeteria food. Initial accomplishments of the"(}lild in-
cluded the installation of a refrigerator for employees’
lunches and showers for female employees.

One of the earliest ‘‘nongrievance’’ type of joint decision
by the WPC which greatly increased its visibility concerned
the strategic direction of the afternoon paper. In response to
the question ““What kind of paper shall we be?’’ the WPC
agreed that the strategy should be to become a state paper.

The ‘‘acceptability’’ of the WPC was proven in 1974,
when negotiafions did not involve an attempt by manage-
ment to weaken the language of the worker participation
pFovision. As both management and the Guild became more
comfortable with worker participation, the WPC meeting
began to include broader issues. Management also started
giving the Guild annual-departmental budget figures.

As a result of 1976 negotiations, the language regarding
“worker participation was changed in order to give the WPC
ziuthority over any problem concerning technological
* change. This was regarded as a sngmflcant accomplishment
by the Guild, since the newspaper industry waseginning to
undergo massive changes in technology—the use of com-
puter terminals and VDTs was drastically changing the way
of life in the newsroom. Due revised provision, the
Guild secured permission to bring in axonsultant to measure
<or radiation, and manageﬁent agreell to buy glasses for
“job- related cases of eye strain. : '

\ oW
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During the past five years, the WPC has been involved in a
substantial number of newsroom issues. The following is a
list of topics discussed at WPC meetings during which Guild
members contributed ideas and recommendations:

— policy on confidentiality of sources

— how additional news space might be used
— writing seminars

— seminars on law and neWSpaper reporfing
— newsprint

— staff size

— orientation program for new staff members
— free lance policy .

— office redesign —~

— criteria for selection of editors h
— parking ¥

— minority hiring program

— promotion campaigns

— by-line policy

— readership projects

— circulation problems

— schedules for reporters

Current Status of Worker Participation @

The Merger of the Newspapers. The merger of thz Star
and Tribune in the spring of 1982 had-a dramatic imp4ct on
the Guild members and WPC. The merger resulted in the
layoff of 70 people, 54 of whom voluntarily agreed to resign
with a year of severance pay. Since prior to 1982 only four
Guild members had been laid off for economic reasons (and
subsequently reinstated through arbitration), the layoff due
to the merger was a severe blow. However, it was the manner
in which management handled the merger that was viewed as
damaging to the Guild: the WPC was nor allowed to par-
ticipate in deciding the details of the merger prior to its oc-
currence. Each Guild member of the WPC who was inter-

\d
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viewed agreed that the merger had a ‘‘negative’’ impact on
-the WPC. One stated, for example: '

Everyone knew the Tmbune was in trouble and it
was just a matter of time before the papers werk
merged, but no.one knew whether it was 3 months,
5 months, or 5 years. It was about 4 or 5 months
before the merger that [the editor-in-chief and head
of the management side of the WPC] . . . went to
some of the people on the WPC and said, ‘‘Listen,
there may be some changes coming down, we may
have to merge some special sections and-things like.
that. What 1I’d like to do is sit down with you and
have the Worker Participation Committee help
plan this.”” And in the meantime, [the editor] was
yorking with” some of the top people in this
organization to merge the two papers Completely,
and never told us a word about jt! All of a sudden,
it comes to a day we find out, ‘“‘Hey, the papers
have been merged.’’ So it was just a complete sham
and that was just something in terms of how
[management] saw the Worker Participation Com- -
mittee in making important decisions at this place.

And so that left a bad taste in the mouths of a lot
of people about the Worker Participation Commit-
tee and the process that I would say sti/ll hasn’t gone
away. 1t was like a great breach of faith, we felt, on

the part of management. . . . and it was very dif-
flcult to conceive of contmumg the cOmmittee at =
at point. :

,Thus, even a process that has survived for almost a decade
can be seriously threatened by one visible action by mana
\ment (or, for that matter, by the union) which is perc ived t
be inconsistent with the trust relationship that has been built
‘up by the participation process. This example illustrates the
fragile lifeline upon which the continuity of work?r\p\ar-
ticipation processes rests. ~ e
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Problems in the Worker Participation Process. In addi-
tnon, many of ;the Guild WPC members who were interview-
ed were concerned about several other problems regarding

"the committee and the future of the process. The majority
believed that a primary concern was the personality of the

who acts as the chairman of the WPC

meetings. The significance of his philosophy, particularly
regarding his efforts to limit the scope of influence of the
pariicip_alory process, is shown by the following statements

about the WPC made by Guild members.

¥

Another problem with the committee, accordmg to some
of the Guild members mtervnewed is the length of time re-
quired to accomplish somethmg One member attributes that

[Management] holds the cards—they decide what
the committee will do. They have complete power
over 1t. The committee wnll do only what manage-
ment will allow it to do. . . : but as negative as I’ve
been . . . my problems are more with simply [the
editor] and the way he ran this committee, rather
than the. idea itself. 1 think it can work . it
should work . . . iU’s a good idea, even the _way 1( S
set up now. Even with the way [the editor] runs it,
it’s better than nothing, just in terms of simple
communication. At least you’re airing those
views. . . . [The WPC] is valuable, but it’s just got-
ta be done with the right person. And with the
wrong person, it can be very, very frustrating. It

probably can even become useless. 1 don’t think

ours was,- but it. was certainly very fruslratmg

dlffncully to adversarial relations:

Because there’s a tendency to see {the WPC(C] as
an adversarial situation, it seems that there’s too
much time spent defining things. It’s getting into
ckaj;alls that really aren’t that relevant. And it results
in a sort of reluctance to try new things. That’s one
of the comments I’ve always heard about the com-

68
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mittee every since I began to work here—is that it
‘takes foréver for anything to get done.” And having
sat on the committee, I can see why—there’s a lot-
of rhetoric on both sides, there’s a lot of smoke-
screening, a lot of devil’s advocacy. All of that |
don’t particularly enjoy. 1 don’t see why people
just don’t lay their cards on the.table—‘‘There it is,
let’s decide what would be to everyone’s mutual
benefit.”’ "

This comment points out two facts that are often
overlooked by the most vocal advocates of worker participa-
tion processes. First, true participation by people with

'di_\(/r_g:rse viewpoints generates debates, disyreements, and

“open conflicts. While participation pro

-

esses must en-
courage the building of trust and problemsolving, they do
not necessarily mean an end to conflict and negotiations.
Second, involvement in participation processes inevitably
produces some degree of stress and frustration among par-
ticipants with the pace of. decisionmaking and change.

Democracy can be the enemy of decisiveness!
v S «

Evolution of the WPC

The future of worker participation fjgr the Newspaper
Guild mémbers was believed to be ‘“‘up in the air’’ by the
WPC members who were interviewed. First, the impact of
the merger has caused the Guild members to feel ‘‘betrayed’’
and led some to distrust management’s motives. Second, a
new editor was to joint the staff shortly after we completed
our interviews and committee members believed that the
WPC’s functioning would be highly dependent on that per-
son. g

T

In addition to the changeover to the new editor, others
recognized the need for the committee to continue evolving
by addressing bigger, more important issues.

I think that the committee has evolved, to a cer-
tain extent, from what it started out to be, and I

o+
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think that to remain healthy, it has to change some- -
more. I don’t know the degre¢ to which that is go-
ing to be acceptable to management, but I'd like to
see it take on some bigger problems. That isn’t
something, I think, that management has an in-
terest at this point in agreeing to. But.that again
depends on the kind of person, the kind of people
who are involved -in management. If the .people
who are there from top management are the people
who favor a reactive, bureaucratic sort of organiza-
tion that . . . kind- of discourages the sharing of
that sort of respon51b111ty, then I think that we’ re
probably going to see a sllde backward.

The business agent is determmed to keep the WPC function-
ing, as shown by the followmg statement.

Not to let [the WPC] fail is,our mumber one goal:
As long as the system survives, it will grow.

»

Summary and Conclusions ' 4 "

»

The WPC is a long-standing union-management participa-
tion committeé that has survived several threats to its ex-
istence and has proven to be an effective supplement to the
collective bargaining process. Its primary impact appears to
be that it provides the Guild and its members with an ongo-
ing forum for communicating with management and for
discussing issues of employer, union, and individual
employee concern that extend beyond the normal scope of
bargaining. As the survey data reported in chapter.4 will
show, these Guild members appear to see their union as be-
ing more effective in representing members’ interests in
management decisionmaking on strategic topics than a com-
parison sister unit in the same local without any participation
process. It is likely that this is due, at least in part, to the
presence of the WPC. )

Two implications emerge Qg\ilof this case. First, it appears
that this type of organization-wide labor-management com-

-
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mittee has improved the ability of this group of professionals
to communicate with management and influence manage-
ment decisitonmaking on some strategic 1ssues that are not
possible to address within the formal collective bargaining
process. Second, if there is interest in extending the concept
of worker participation down to the individual employee,
this type of indirect or organization level structure must be
accompanied by experimenting With more decentralized and
informal participation processes that bring small groups of
employees into the process in a more direct way.

- . LN
Summary and Conclusions—All Cases

The five cases of worker participation discussed in this
chapter all demonstrate the difficulty of drawing a clear line
of demarcation between the participation ‘‘experiment’’ and’
the collective bargaining process. ACTWU and Xerox and
the JUE/Packard Electric cases suggest that to maintain
momentum and support for the QWL process, the job
security needs and interests of the workforce had to be met.
In turn, the only way to maintain the interest and commit-
ment of management to the QWL process was to find ways
Lo integrate the process into the corporation’s broader
strategies for controlling manufacturing costs, improving
productivity and adjusting to a more highly competitive en-
vironment.

The case of the Newspaper Guild demonstrated that even a
labor-management committee that had survived for almost a
decade was badly shaken and almost destroyed by a sudden
management decision to merge two operations without prior
notice or consultation with union representatives. Yet, the
process survived this shock largely because union represen-
tatives and rank and file members see the participation com-
mittee as an integral part of their overall representational
strategy. As one committee member put it, communications
are not that ‘good with the committee but without it they
would be even worse and thé union would not have any ef-
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fective on-going channel to discuss issues that affect the pro-
fesstonal interests of the workforce.

The case of Local 3 and the Uniform Piston Corporation
illustrates the organizational and political pitfalls that a
union is likely to experience when it adopts a ‘‘watchdog’’
rathet than a ‘full partner’ role in the QWL program
dominated by an employer that is channeling investment
resources into a nonunion plant. While no visible signs of
trouble were evident to the union in this case at the current

time, the seeds of destruction for the QWL process, and

perhaps for the unron itself, were flrmly rooted in this situa-
tion.

Finally, Local 70’s experience with a defunct QWL pro-
gram and a. failed experiment with a socio-technical work
redesign operation demonstrates that even given the best in-
tentions and good faith on the part of all parties involved,
absent adequate worker training, management and consul-
tant expertise, and a viable technical and market foundation
for worker participation, the process is doomed to fail. Even
given the failure of the socio-technical experiment, this case
suggests that if both the employer and union recognize a
failure when one exists and deal with it openly and in good
faith; a stable traditional relatlonshlp can be reestablished
without serious harm to either party. Indeed, by learnmg

from the lessons of the failure, it may be possnble 10 experi-

ment with forms of worker participation again at some point

in the future, albeit in a more caulious and tho}ught'ful man--

ner. .

- Perhaps thesgentral lesson of these cases i$ that there i 1S not
a magical ssingle line of steady positive results or im-
provements that automatically flow from a worker participa-
tion process. Each type of experiment is likely to go through
periods of enthusiasm followed by skepticism and perhaps

even disillusionment and decline. What appears to separate |

out those cases that survive is an awareness of the need to
negotiate a way through problems and conflicts without

N destroying trust.

) | 4
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Chapter 3

Worker Participation Under
Centralized Collective Bargaining

~

In this chapter w& review the experiences of two rtfj or na-
tional unions with worker participation processes Scattered
across multiple plants as they moved through the difficult
economic period of the early 1980s. Each case illustrates the
challenges involved in linking workplace participation pro-
grams to the broader, more centralized collective bargaining
structure and the broader strategies of the union and
employers involved. The cases are: (1) The United
Steelworkers (USW) and the seven major steel companies
covered under the Basic Steel Agreement, and (2) The
United AutomobMo/rkers (UAW) and General Motors
and Ford Motor Company.

The USW and the Steel Industry
~ \

>

The worker participation programs in the steel industry go
under the label of Labor-Management Participation Teams
(LMPTs). This program originated out of the 1980 collective
bargaining agreement. The language governing this program
(as amended slightly in 1983) states the intent of the LMPTS
as follows:

The strength and effectiveness of an industrial
enterprise in a democratic society require a joint ef-
fort between labor and management’ at several .
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levels of interaction. The parties hereto recognize
that if steelworkers are to continue among the best
compensated employees in-the industrial world and
if steel companies arest0 meet international com-
petition, -the parties must pursue their mutual ob-
jectives with renewed dedication, initiative, and
cooperation.

Collective bagrgaining has proven to be a suc-
cessful instrument in achieving common goals and
objectives in the employment relationship between .
labor and steel management. However, there are
problems of a continuing nature at the level of the
work site-which significantly impact that relation-
ship. Solutions to those problems are vital if the
quality of work for employees is to be enhanced
and if the proficiency of the business enterprise is
to be improved. )

The LMPTs can be viewed as a third generation labor-
management joint venture in this industry. One of the early
predecggsors of this effort was the Human Relations Cojn-
mitte’that was formed after the long 1959 steel strike. That
Committee was composed: of high-level company and union
representatives and charged with the mission of developing a

* more cooperative relationship. While it was credited with im-

proving the relations between union officers and company
representatives, it was discarded in 1964 when 1. W. Abel
defeated David MacDonald for the presidency of the USW.
Part of Abel’s campaign was the contention that the union
leadership had lost touch with the rank and file and it was
time to return control of collectwe bargaining back to the
membership. :

A second generation of efforts to improve the relatjonship
between steel magagement and the union and solve_
workplace problems was the formation of plant level Pro-

AY
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1970s. These were promoted by President Abel as a
mechanism for improving the competitive position of the in-
dustry and the job security of the membefship, These com-
mittees, however, never were well-accepted by plant
managers or by local union representatives and this initiative
quietly faded away by the mid-1970s.

>

By the time the USW and the major steel compantes began
negotiating their 1980 Basic Agreement, economic pressures
were once again posing severe challenges to the industry and
the union. The 1970s were a decade of rising import penetra-
tion in the markets of the major steel producers and growing
excess capacity in the steel industry worldwide. In addition,
the visibility of qualjty of working life efforts in the auto in-
dustry and the interest of several key union and management
~ representatives led to the inclusion of the language quoted
above in the 1980 agreement

in each plant and local managers could agree to experiment
with the formafion of LMPTs at their locations. Between
1980 and the negotiation of a successor agreement in 1983,
13 plants scattered across the seven companies covered under
the agreement formed an LMPT program. In addition, dur-
ing this time several companies and unions in the steel in-
dustry organized by the USW, but covered under separate
agreements, established similar worker participation.pro-
grams. '

Thus, after t:?jgmng of the 1980 agreement, local unions

a

To examine experiences under this provision, interview:
data were collected from representatives of five locals with
LMPTs and one local outside of the Basic Steel Agreement °
with a QWL program. Initial interviews were held with the
local union presidents or representatives of these locals in the
late summer of 1982 when the industry and the union were
attempting to negotiate a successor agreement. The first at-
tempt at an agreement had broken down and another at-
tempt later failed before a new agreement was successfully
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negotiated and ratified by the USW-in February 1983.

‘Follow-yp interviews ‘were then held with several of the

representatives of these locals after the signing of the suc-
cessor agreement in order (o trace lhenr experiences through
the negotiations.

As we review the experlences of these locals, 4t should be

kept in mind that the LMPT program has- been operating

during the worst depression in this industry since the 1930s.
At the time of our interviews in 1982, the industry was
operating at less than 30 percent capacity and layoffs had
reduced the workforce by more than 50 percent. '

Initial Stages of LMPTs‘

The e‘(perlences.cﬂ the first local to start an LMPT (and
the most advanced and model project in the industry) il-
lustrates the typic&l LMPT start-up process»This plant open-
ed in 1903. Its peak employment was approximately 8,600
workers during the late 1970s. As of the middle of 1982, ap-

+ proximately 4,600 workers were employed within the

bargaining unit. The plant had experienced major layoffs
starting in October 1981. Although at that time four blast
furnaces were operating, by February 1982 the company had
scaled its operations down to only one-half a ‘blast furnace
and was producing only aboutﬁ},SOO tons of steel per day.

Although there had not been any actual local union strikes

- in this plant in recent years, the local union president

described:labor relations prior to the development of LMPTs
as highly adversarial. He stated:

We always had a bad relationship. It was highly
adversarial and each side thought the other side was
not capable of bargaining in good faith. We did not
have any strikes but a lot of our disputes went right
down to the wire.

The LMPT program got started when Sam Camens, the
USW international union representative who coordinates all

t
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of the unions’ efforts in worker participation, asked the
president of this local union if he was interested in starting a
process based on the provision negotiated in the 1980 con-
tract. The union president indicated his response was as
follows:

Of course 1 was quite leery of what the members
would think. But because I was already viewed as a
strong anti-company person. it was-easier for me to
bring this idea to the members. The executive board
was also at this meeting where Sam approached me
about the idea. They took a very positive approach,
to the idea of getting involved.

We started in May of 1981. We believe that the
company saw as its basic objectives in this effort
the improvement of productivity, quality, and the
working relationship with the union. On our part, 1
was hopeful this effort would provide more dignity .
to workers, increase their input into decision mak-
ing, ease the adversarial relationship between the
foremen and workers, and give workers a feeling of
participating in company and union affairs.

Structure and Operation .\Qf the LMPT Program

Most of the LMPTs are structured,in the same general
fashion. The president of the union, or, a répresentative for
- the president, normally serves as co-chairman of a Steering
Committee for the plant with.a management counterpart.
Often this management representative is the plant manager
or the director of plant operations. The larger plants normal-
ly also have joint departmental or unit committees at lower
levels of the organization.. The work teams are the central
unit within the LMPTs, normally consisting of between 7
and 10 workers and the supervisors located within a depart-
ment. These teams normally meet one or two hours a week to
discuss problems involving their work and review informa-

4
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tion on competitive costs, quality, productivity, and other
data relevant to the performance of their group. In most of

" the programs, especially those progams supported by outside

consultants, union and management representatives and the
members of the work teams have received training on prob-
lemsolving. Team leaders are also often given additional
training in group processes. '

In all cases, care is taken to assure that the issues discussed
by the teams and the suggestions offered do not violate the
collective bargaining agreement. Union representatives on
steering committees or on other committees above the level
of the work teams monitor the suggestions coming from the
teams to assure that they are not straying into contractual
issues:- From time to time, examples were cited in the inter-
views where the local union representatives had to inform the
tcams that they were talking about issues that were off-
limits. . .

Gaining Initial Support Within the Plant

Each of the union representatives indicated that there was
initial resistance to the program from a variety of sources
avithin the union and within the plant. Active efforts to ex-
plain the program to union stewards, officers, and rank and
file workers were needed in each location in order to over-
come initial skepticism with which these groups greeted the
idea of worker participation. Skepticism was greatest in
those locals with the most active internal political opposition
to the union leadership. For examples, in one plant where
there had been a history of a “‘two party system’ in the
local, the union president described initial reactions of rank
and file workers to the LMPT concept as follows: '

It depended on who talked to the members first.
If those who opposed me politically talked to the
members first the workers saw it as a company trick
or another simple effort to increase productivity at

-
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the expense of the workers. If I talked to them,
then they understood the program as a reasonable
idea. :

In some plants the members of the union executive board
were also initially quite cautious or generally opposed. In
one case, for example, the executive board was initially split
with half of the members fearing that the program would cut
into their authority. Their approach, therefore, was to take
the idea directly to rank and file workers, e it clear to
them that this was a voluntary effort, and leave it to them
whether or not they wanted to participate, without any en-
dorsement or nonendorsement by the executive board. That
approach, however, was the exception. In most other plants,
after some initial discussion, a majority of the executive
board endorsed the program. Over time, the support of the
execultive board typically increased as board members gained
more experience with the program and rank and file workers
reacted positively to the program.- )

Rank and file workers also‘were frequently somewhat
skeptical at the ‘beginning. Although the estimates of the
degree of interest in the program varied from plant to plant,
generally between 40 and 70 percent signed up for an LMPT
team when given the opportunity. Most of the union
representatives indicated that support for the process was
strong among those workers who had been exposed to it,
although there continued to be a good deal of skepticism on
the part of rank and file workers who had not yet been in-
volved. The most common response was that ‘‘Support is
strong where we have it and people tend to oppose it where it
doesn’t yet exist.”’ | :

In one plant, the union representative estimated that 90
percent of the workers were in favor of the LMPT process.
This, however, is a very special case. In this plant, after the
LMPT program was in progress for several months, the
- company closed the plant for a full one-day meeting of all

» .
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workers at an off-site location, described the needs for pro-
ddcnvxty improvements and reductions in costs, and put in
motion a major effort to 1mprove the cost performancc of
the plant. The company and union representatives joined
forces in using the problemsolving processes and work teams
to involve all employees in the plant in the search for solu-
tions to problems. Thus, in this plant all of the workers have
been exposed to the LMPT concept and to a more far-
reaching cost improvement program. This accounts for the
high percentage of workers who support the process in this
plant. '

*
Among the other five plants where interviews were con-
ducted, only one union representative estimated that more
than 50 percent of the rank and file workers support the ef-
fort. Clearly, the local and national union representatives

. face an important education and advocacy role in diffusing

worker participation through these plants.

On the’ other hand, interview data collected between one
and two years into these programs also indicated that sup-
port among union stewards and executive board members
generally increased over time. In three out of six plants, 100
percent of these union officers supported the process. In
another plant, 90 percent (all but one) of the local represen-
tatives supported the program. In only one plant was there as
much as a 50-50 split within the executive board over the pro-
gram.

W hile fhe support of the rank and file depended on their
exposure to the process and the union officer support grew
over time, virtually all union representatives believed that
first-line supervisors and middle managers continued to
resist th®®rocess. For example, one union president stated:

They [supervisors] are ZZ’ problem. They are not
educated by top management. Management has no
means of communicating with their foremen. The
foremen will go along with the program but they
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will do it only because they have to. On the other
hand, those who are now in it like it. It makes them
look good and they have less to do such as less
discipline and fewer grievances. -

This same union president had even stronger comments
about the problems with middle managers above the first-
level supervisors.

They are the lost people. There is no communica-
tions there. The general foreman is trapped. He is
under the most pressure for production and has tg/
both make decisions of his own and implement th
decisions of higher management of which he is
often not a part. This is why they are such a dif-
ficult group to deal with and have not bought into
the idea of the program yet. . S

In most plants it appears that the Jatfor relations managers
were also initially threatened by the program. The participa-
‘tion process required changes in their role and often was
i Viewed as 4 threat to their own security. These managers
were being asked to discard their long standing roles as the
front-line adversaries protecting the firm against union en-
croachments on management rights. For example, a union
representative described the reactions of the labor relations
people in one plant as follows: :

In those zones where the program (LMPTs] ex-
ists the labor relations staff have trouble justifying
their existence sa they don’t like it. Eachi zone in
our plant has a labor relations administrator whose
central jop is to manage grievances. As the LMPT
program goes on, thege grievance and discipline

- problems go away and|therefore these people have
less to do. The compa#My has tried to use these peo-
ple in other ways but they still fear for their own

job security.
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Just-as the management labor relations representatives
may see the program as a threat to their job security, union
stewards or grievance committee representatives can also see
this process as a threat to their political positions within the
union. The union in one plant handled this problem by
establishing an advisory committee made up of the grievance
committeemen and the departmental foremen. This innova-
tion appeared to work quite well in getting the grievance

~ committeemen and the foremen involved in and committed
- to the LMPT process. It also served the ‘‘watchdog’’ func-
tion of resolving any jurisdictional problems that arose bet-
ween the LMPT process and the grievance prowdure and -
day-to- day contract administration.

- Diffusion of the Process Through the Plant

The slow diffusion process reflects the need to first gain
the commitment of the various interest groups, the need to
provide adequate training to workers-and supervisors before
they q:stabllsh their work teams, and the need to provide time
and rcsources to the union and management facilitators,
trainers, and internal and external consultants. In none of
the programs of these six plants had more than one-third of
the bargaining unit members been participating in work
teams at the time of our interviews (approximately onesand- & .
one-half years into the LMPT process). The percentage of
bargaining unit members actually participating ranged from
less than 10 percent in threg¢ plants to 33 percent in one plant.
These data reinforce a conclusion that cannot be overem-

.,%phasized, namely, that for worker participation efforts to
survive and endure over time, there must be a strong and
steady commitment to their development and evolution, and
all parties involved must take a long term time perspective
from the outset. Results come slowly because the process
moves through these plants at a relatively slow pace.

82




.
-

Participation Under Collective Bargaining 75

Obstacles to Continuity

Internal Union Politics. Perhaps the obstacle to continuity
| in worker participation programs that has received the
o greatest degree of attention ip the literature is'the fear that
- worker parwcipation processes will lead to political opposi-
tion within the local union and threaten the security of the
union leader$hip. Ironically, this turned out to be the feast
significant threat to program continuity, not only in these six
USW locals, but also in every other case we examined in this
researgl. In only two out of the six locals did the LMPT pro-
“cess become an isgue in the election of 'union officers after -
the process had bden underway. -

~In one of these two locals, the candidate.opposing the
union president who had helped initiate the LMPT program
campaigned against the process. The result was that*the in-
cumbent union president wog by a stronger margin (3 to 1)
than he had in his initial uhion election. Indeed, he reported
(and it was confirmed by internation4l union representatives)
‘that this was the-first time an incumbént president had been
S reelected in this local union in over 20 years. In the second
~ case, where the issue became part of the internal union. .--
political election process, the results were more complex. =
_ The union presidenl was reelected but believed his support
#‘ for the program hurt him somewhat, especially in those areas
of the plants where workers had not yet been exposed to the
LMPT process. On the other hand, a number of people on
®  the executive board who opposed the LMPT process were
defeated. He described this process as follows:

g

s

After the program got started and we began 1o
approach the time for union elections several
members of the executive board began to get ner-
vous about their political support for the program
: and begaf to back away from it. However, those
- who did hrop their support for it were defeated in

the elecgion. . ' SR

Lo ——
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Perhaps the best summary of the effects the LMPT pro-
cess and other worker participation efforts had on internal
union politics is that they can and sometimes do become an
issue, but have not proven to bé a determining factor in the
union elections studied. Nor have internal union politics
served 'as'a serious threat to the continuity of the program in
the cases studied in this research.

L ayoffs. All of the plants in thc steel industry have been
experiencing employment cutbacks dyring the period in
which thc LMPT process was geumg started. While the
union representatives indicated in five out of six of these
plants that the layoffs were posing some problem, in only
one plant did the layoffs seriously erode support for the pro-
cess. The dymmlcs of this particular layoft process and its
impact in that plant are worth describing in some detail since
they illustrate the severe threat that employment cutbacks
can pose to a worker participation program.

The -union representative responsible for developing the -

LMPT process in this plant summarized the situation as
follows: )

The QWL process in this plant is dead“in the
water. We had a large layoff in November and our
members thought that was when the QWL process
should have helped but it didn’t. Management call-
ed it off without any discussion. They laid off the
management coordinator 6f QWL and the
facilitator but kept all of the other vice presidents,

* managers, and superintendents. Our union officers
feel that the majority of upper management
as supportive of the program as we lhought
“the uynion OfflCCI'S.. aren’t “intefested in stamng
" back up again even though the vice presxdent of in-
dustrial relations wahts to get it going again.

This case illustrates - the important difference that a
inanagement comfitment to maintain the program through

»
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hard times can make. In this plant, management’s commit-
ment did not withstand the severe ‘market pressures ex-
perienced by the firm. This, in turn, reduced the trust and
support of union officers who were then viewed as being
““less than supportive’” by the managers. Management then
decided to set the program aside. Later, management slowly
tried to rebuild support for the program but faced opposi-
tion from union officers. Their only hope then was to appeal
to the job security interests of the workers. In addition,
because upper management failed to maintain the principles
of consultation and problemsolving in dealing with super-
visors during the cutbacks, similar offSsition arose towards
the program from people at this level of their organization.

In the other five plants studied, although employment
reductions occurred, their nt effect was to slow the growth
of the LMPT process rather than seriously threaten its ex-
Istence.

~N

Industry Level Negotiations, Another challenge ep-
countered by the LMPTs was the process of negotiating a
new collective bargaining agreement. Nineteen eighty-two
- was a year of widespread concessions in negotiations in other
industries. Because of the depressed state of the steel in-
dustry, the steel companies requested an early opening of
negotiations over the 1983 contract and proposed significant
wage reductions. The first effort to negotiate a new agree-
ment took place in the summer of 1982 and received a lot of
public visibility and press coverage. The process -broke’
down, however, after the chief union negotiators tobk a ten-
tative agreement calling for .wage cuts back .to the Wage
Policy Committee, a council of local union presidents which
soundly rejected that agreement. Several of the local union
representatives commented on the effects that experience
had on the LMPTs m ‘their plants. For example, one presi-
dent 5("1(6(1

H we had just been starting up, [LMPT process]
that [the ncgotiations] would’have killed it. The im-
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presston was going arbund the plant that, here we

; have this program and it is just here to -help the
company get concessions. But we addressed this
concern directly by talking to our local pgople and
have overcome that impfession. It will [the com-
pany’s strong approach in negotiations] have a bad
effect.

Another local president stated . (

We will survive the cttects of the climate sét up
by these negotiations but if ‘it continues I don’t
know how much Jonger workers will be willing to

. continue to be invalved in the LMPTs. 1f we had
‘taken the industry offer to a vote in our plant it
might have turned some people who were for our
LMPT: program against it.

]

Both of these union representatives, as well as the other
local lcaders, stressed that it was as much fhe way in whith
the company approached the negotiations process as the
substance of the concession proposals that bothered them.
Union leaders stated~that their members would accept some

~concessions, particularly if the concessions were tied o a
commitment to reinvest funds in the steel industry. For ex-
ample, -a representative of a local from the U.S. Steel Com-
pany described the mood of the membership as follows: .

Theére are two basic reasons why we won’t agree.
If U.S. Steel were willing to sign on the line for
deferrals and that all of the money that they were
saving would go back into these plants we would do
that. We also believe that managenient is excessive _
in these plants given all of the layoffs thathave:oc-
curred. The members do not want to give up more
concessions-only to see U.S. Steel use our money to
purchase another big oil company.

Prior to a third effort in negotiating a new national agree-
ment, the USW held a Wage Policy Committee meeting to

Y
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.+ outline its goals and ObjCC[lVCS for the negouatlons w1th the

Basic Steel Industry and*with other employers in steel and _

other industries. It decided to prepare twd separate,Wage
Policy Committee recommendations. One set of objectives
covered ‘‘distressed”’ industwes including Basic Steel, while
another set was drafted for industries in better states of

Jhealth, The Wage Policy Committee report for the distressed
industries included a statement outlining the union’s objec—
tives for strengthening the LMPT process. That statement is
provided below.

' . . - -

The l.abor-Management participation team ex-
periment {in the Steel industry has proven in-
valuable to both parties whenever it has been

N igsted. Armed with these results, we are determined

to expand and strengthen this program which pro-
vides” workers with a voice in shop-floor deci-
sions—even-those decisions once deemed to be the
exclusive preroggmve of ma nagemcnh The program”
should be installed in additional Steel plants and in-
troduced into other 1ndusg§1t§s but only with local
union agxeement Workplaee Democracy Is the way
of the [uture. .

«

The final contract agreed to by th.e“'union and.the'cdmpany _

did include a revision of the basic language on LMPTs that
strengthens the program in many of the ways proposed by
the Wage Policy. Committee. The major changes in the con-
tract language can be summarized as follows.

(1) The words ‘‘joint e}iorts” were inserted as substitutes

. \\\{1 for ‘‘cooperative efforts’’, at several points in-.the pro-

vision. This reflected the recognition that tite worker

- participation process is more than a cooperative pro-

~cess.but one that gnvolves a variety of processes, in
search of solutions that meet the parties’ needs.

~(2) The agreement was changed from an experimental
program to-a basic part of the permanent relation=

ship. That s, the 1ntem0f the changes in the language
A :
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was-to take the program out of the experimental stage

and make it an ongoing permanent part of the_

bargaining relationship.

(3) The language was changed to provide that any local
" union could havean LMPT process if it so requested.

This put the initiative for the program in the hands of .

the local union as opposed to the prior agreement
which required more joint agréement to start a pro-
gram between the company and the union leaders.

(4) A new body of international union representatlves
and company representatives was established to
oversee the development of the LMRT process and

| promote its diffusion to.additfonal sites.

As a result of the 1_ndus-try level contract negotiations, a

 number ‘of local unions have requested that international

union officers- begin to help them develop an LMPT pro-
gram in their plants. Thus, it appears that the participation
program has withstood the pegotiation of a successor agree-
ment, a farther step has been taken toward building .the ex-

‘perimental program into the ongoing relationship, and

LMPTs are likely to spread to additional plants and local
unions during the term of this second agreement.

Company Level Negotiations.' Although the LMPT pro-
codss survived the industry.level negotiations, conflicts be-
tween the U.S. Steel Corporation and the USW at both the

_national and local union levels have produced a crisis which

led to at least a temporary and per’haps a permanent
withdrawal .of local uhon support for the LMPT process
The conflict with national union officials developed over the
company’s announcement that it p\lanned to curtail produc-
tion, purchase foreign steel, and maintain only-the finishing
portion of the steelmaking operations in one,of its major

plants. The union saw this shift in strategy as a-breach of
faithin tth the announcement came shortly after the signing,
.of the concession agreement in which union. members ac-

cepteda pay cut if§return for a promise that the money saved

L)
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would be reinvested in steel plants. Thus,« this union-
company dispute was a disagreement over the linkage the
union thought it had achieved between the collective
bargaining agrcement and the employer’s basic business
strategy.

Conflict also arose in a U.S. Steel plant over a local work
rules dispulte. Following the signing of the industry-wide
contract, management proposed to the local union that a
number of key job classifications be consolidated. When the
local union rejected this proposal, the company began mak-
ing the changes unilaterally and thus precipitated a major
conflict with local union leader’s The local union leadership
-took the posifion that any changes in the organization of
jObS should be discussed within exnstmg LMPTs or through
collective bargaining. Since the unilateral managemcnt ac-
tjons were viewed as an act of bad faith, the local union ex-
ecutive board announced it would not participate in any
[LMPT activities unless this crisis was sucécssfully resolved.”
At the time of this writing, the COH“I(,[ had not been resolved
-and, therefore, the LMPT proces was suspended. Whether,
it is only a temporary ora p t breakdown of the pro- -
cess in this plant remains to be sefn. »°

- This breakdown illustrates the difficulty of maintaining a
ooperaliv@wonkcr participation process in the context of
fundamental' union-company conflicts over bam busmess-
‘strategies. What makes the LMPT p:roccss CSpCCla“y
vulnerable to these conflicts is that there is generally .a
[cvel of trust between this firm and the union. Furthermor
{he company is known to prefer a traditional arms- length
relationship with the union and to have a relatively weak
commitment to the LMPT] process.

Ii contrast, in one plafit of a different corporation, the
worker ‘participation process expanded beyond its original
intent and successfully addressed work rule issues as part of
.a major effort by the company and the uniQn,to attack t’{lelr
cost problems. A summary- of this joint effont is presented
below. ’ - _ o & o

-
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Early in 1982, this company begdn (o lose significant
amounts of money. The company andythe union represen-
» tatives had both believed that it. would take about five years

before the LMPTs would develop to the point where they

would be payihg off, so that more.direct action was
necessagy to address Lhc financial losses. They therefore’
agreed 10 use the basi& philosophy and approach underlying
the LMPT, namely, discussing the problems ol the pldnt
directly with the workers. W

A.team of approximately 70 pgople was formed to try to
decide what to do. This team in Ncommulded they take

the problem to the entire plant poptlation. The president
agreed 1o shut the plant down for one full day, rented a large

auditorium, and invited all emfloyees to ‘the meeting. At the -

meeting, the president, the plant manager and the industrial
rejations manager, outlined the cost, profit, and competitive
restrictions facing the plant. The workforce was then divided
into groups of about 50to 60 people. Workers who had been
~traincd as leaders of teams under the LMPT program led the

sessions in group problemsolving and brainstorming. About -

3,000 suggestions came out of these sessions and were later
reduced to approximately 900 -ideas. Between May and:
August of 19§_2 the 1mplemcntat10n of these suggestions was
estimated to have saved (he company approximately $13
million, This was a result of an mve,slment of approximately
$250,000 (the cost of shutting the mill down for one day and
paying the workers for the time at the plant meeting). The
company and the union hoped to save approximately $26°
million by the end of the year by implementing additional
suggestions on their list. * :

The presidcnl of the focal indicated that this strategy was

succcsstul n mdkmg (hat mlll the low .cost plOdll(,Cl within

prcvrously gone to othcr mllls, Fmally, the union presment :

summarized his view of where the LMPT program was
leading. A
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We always told management that we could run
the plant and they are now essentially giving us a
chance to show that we can. If we are successful in
- doing so there will be fewer management people
around in the future. We have already seen this
happen since they just combined two of the general

foremen’s jobs into W replacing sofmeone
who had retired. ? o .

N

 Summary _ : Ris

The experiences of the USW and the steel industry il-
lustrate the various obstacles to continuity which arise as
participation programs move through changes in the
business cycle, the internal political processes within local
unions and management organizations, and contract
negotiations. Y€t the majority of these programs (four out of
the six examined here) survived. In the absence of strong °
local and national union support, the programs are likely to
fail. Also, the absence of strong management commitment

" to the worker participation process, the absence of a high-
- trustrelationship between the company and the union, or the

unwillingness of management to adopt a business or in-

" dustrial relations strategy that is compatible with labor-
"management cooperation will kill.the programs. In these

cases the participation process is likely to succumb to

_ polemics often associated with hard negotiations during for- .

mal contract renewal discussions. This apparently was the

-~ fate of the LMPT process at the U.S. Steel Corporation.\

‘It is clear that, overtime, it becomes increasingly difficult

“to completely separate out the LMPT process or any ogher

worker participation—program from the lalger collective
bargaining relationship. The strongest supponters of worker
participation at the local level escalate their: ifttetest in prob-
lemsolving actnvmes and see grave inconsistencies between

“the problemsolving behaviors they have fearned to use and

the adversarial strategies and tactics traditionally used by
unions and employers to negotiate new labor agreements.

.
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They also seeinconsistencies between the open sharing of in-
formation and consultation processes and traditional
management practices in responding to economic pressures
and short term crises. Finally, the statements of the local
union teaders further suggest that experience with worker
participation in its very narrowest sense may lead to an
escalation of interest in involvement in decisionmaking on
broader issues. Perhaps the best way to illustrate this point is
with a statement made by one'of the union presidents in sum-
marizing his views of the process.

I would like to think we will get more involved in
bigger issues over time. We are satisfied withthe in-
“volvement we have now but as the program grows
our input should also grow. We should /become
maore involved in the running of the plant if only no
more than in‘an advisory role.

The UAW and the Automobile Industry

The auto industry’s experimentation with worker par-
ticipation programs began in the early 1970s. The well-
publicized strike at General Motors’ Lordstown plant in
1972 led to wide-ranging discussions in and out of the inx -
dustry concerning the worKplace environment, worker
motivation, and potential avenues by which work might be
reorganized and enriched. *

In 1973, a letter of'u‘hdcrstanding was added to the GM-

*UAW national agreement<recognizing

. . . the desirability of mutual effort to improve the
quality of work life for the employees. In consulta-

_ tion with union representatives, certain projects
have been undertakcp by management in the field .
of organizational development, involving the par;
ticipation of represented employees. These and
other projects and .' experiments which may be
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undertaken in the future are designed to improve
~ the quality of work life thereby advantaging-thé'
worker by making, work a more satisfying ex-
erience, advantaghg the Corporation by deading
“to g reduction in employee absenteeism and turn-
over, -and advantaging the consumer through im-
provement in the quality of the products manufac-
tured. )

A joint national committee was created to review and en-
courage the QWL projects.

A varlety of experimental projects followed. Among these
projects was 4 program to enhance communication between
workers and managers accompanied by a survey of worker
attitudes which showed signs of early success at the GM-
L.akewood assembly plant. At a van assembly plant in
Detroit, assembly line operations in one work station were
GClacéd by a team (stall) work organization. Later, the
QWL program at the GM-Tarrytown assembly plant was
heralded as successfully reducing absentee rates and
grievance rates, and improving worker attitudes. '

The page and extent of these experimental programs
varied widely within companies and acro$s the industry. At
Ford, the development .of such programs stalled after a few
unsuccessful pilot projects and was not revived until the end
of the decade. Meanwhile, at Chrysler and American

Motors, very few participation projects-have been initiated.

At GM, where the widest diversity of programs emerged
under the leadership of Irving Bluestone of the UAW, there

‘were failures as well as successes. For example, the team

organization at the van assembly plant mentioned above faal-
ed to reach performance expectations and soon ended. The
new cooperative relationship at the Lakewood assémbly
plant lasted only for a few years and then evaporated when
plant management changed. . . '

«

f
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In some other GM plants, such as Tarrytown, ‘there ap-. -
parently .are contmumg successes. In the ecarly and
mid-1970s, GM also was experimenting with new- work
systems and managerial styles in their southern plants, most
of which remained nonuhion until the late 1970s. In a few of
these plants workers were organized into ‘‘operating teams”’
with a single job C]aSSthdtlon for production workers (cx-
cluding tradesmen) and a *‘pay Tor knowledge’’ wage system
which contained six pay levels. One of these facilities, the
Delco-Remy plant in Albany, Georgia was organized by the
UAW, but continued (o use the team LOHLCD[ with the
union’s approval. After GM management s adoption of a
neutrality plcdge in 1976 and an automatic' recognition
clause in 1979, all of the nonunion southern plants were
organized by the UAW. The development of the operating
tecam concept, however, has had lasting effects as the use of
such teams spread in the late 1970s to GM plants. This team
system also.is significant bécause, as discussed.in more detail
below, the system integrates basic changes in wkox%k organiza-

tion and collective bargalmng with worker parti }Ttlon

The late 1970s witnessed a sharp economic declihe in the
auto industry which precipitated the development of a sec-
ond generation and wider range of worker participation pro-
grams. The scale of the industry’s economic decline has been
massive. The empldyment of production@orkers in the in-
dusiry has dropped from a peak of 8027800 in December
| to 511,500 as of July 1982. Furthermore, shifts in the
demand, for autos, heightkned international competition,

and the resulting imperative for rapid technological change o

suggest that employment levels are unlikely to return 1o
anywhere near their earlier peaks. In addition, the enormous

successhof the Japanese production system raised  doubts -

about the soundness of Amerman labor relations practlces .
and helped to induce a. new wavc of expenmentatlon.
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- The economic lroublcs in the mduslry after 1979 led to
significant changes in the conduct of labor-management
relations. These changes mclude the initiation of Quality
Circles at the shop floor level, and énhatced communication
between workers and management through other less formal
channels. To preserve jobs, a number. of plants have
modified local agreements and work rule practices. In the
_.process, the role of union officers has changed dramatically.
Union officials in many plants now communicate frequently
with management .outside of normal collective bargaining
channels and receive information regarding business plans,
new technologies, and supplier relations information on sub-
jects that heretofore were deemed to be exclusive managerial
prerogatives.

At Ford, worker participation programs had largely disap-
peared until 1980 and- were encouraged by the appointment
of Donald Ephlin as the wice-president of the Ford-UAW
department and Peter Pestillo as the Ford vice-president -of
industrial relations. A further push for participation pro-
grams canic in the national agreements at GM and Ford sign-
ed in 1982 which created new training programs, guarantced
income stream benefits, pilot employment guaranhtee pro-
jects, plant closing moratoriums, and outsourcing limita-
tions. These agreements also included significant pay conces-
sions (the reinoval of the annual improvement factor and
deferral of COLA payments) and reduced the number of
paid holidays by 10 per year. ' o

Th¢ elaboration of worker participation programs in_the
early 1980s in the auto industry confronted two central
issues. First, economic préssure clearly was a major force.

..which.spurred. these. programs .ang. raised. the issue of how. . ...

participation’ programs werc to rcﬁate to other cost ultfﬁ]g
measures adopted in response, to this economic pressure. Sec-
ond, labor and management faccd a_decision regarding
whclhcx or not participation programs were to cxpand to the

+
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point that they entailed a.more systematic transformation in
induystrial relations. The operating team concept adopted in a
few plants provides one potential route by which this type of
transformation can occur. The question is whether plants
that so far have adopted more piecemeal participation pro-
grams can and will choose to move to this sort of full scale
revision in the conduct of labor- management relations. To il-
lustrate the dynamics of the participation process and the
emergence of these issues, in the next section we describe
,events within one plant that has adopted both Quality Circles
and a major work rule concessionary agreement. Then, ‘the
“experiences of plants which utilize operating teams are
reviewed.

. iee
A Piecemeal Participation Process

Participation programs began in this plant in 1980 in the
aftermath of enormous layoffs and the emergence of doubts
1egalﬁg the long term viability of the plant This plant
manufactures parts for the Ford Motor Company. Employ-
ment peaked in 1979 at 3400 hourly workers and by 1982 had
fallen to 1400. Labor relations in the plant dlways had® b¢cn,
in the words of the bargaining chairman, ‘‘extremely adver-
sarial.”’-Facing layoffs and frustratéd by their acrimonious
relationship, ldbor and management set out m carly 1980 to :
experiment with a worker participation process. The local
\. union shortly discovered that language enwu;agmg such
programs had been included in their company’s 1979 na-

. tional mgreement. Following the guidelines of. the. national
* qglcchadvmg,ahd encouragement pr0v1dcd by
natiénal UAW of Jabor and management then em-

barkcd on a ‘new progrym.

................................................................................................

The participation program mlllally centered- around the
creation of ‘‘Employee Involvément’y (E1) groups, essential- .
~ ly Quality-Citclgs, where workers on s voluntary basis would
) meet for one hour a week (on paid time) and -discuss =

» . -
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workplace issues. These groups, as of the spring of 1983, in-
_cluded 20 percent of the hourly workforce. Expansion of EI
‘groups has been limited by two factors—the disruptive in-
fluence of continuing layoffs and the large resources needed

" for group start-up. Specific issues that have been addressed

by the EI groups include: the placement of a conveyor belt,
"the improvernent of gauging operations, better lighting and
the rearrangement of some work .stations- to better coor-
dinate work. - s :

The local union has made sure that contractual issues are
not discussed in the EI groups. If issues such as job jurisdic-
tion or production standards come up,.discussion is ‘‘halted
by the union committeeman’’ and the jssue is sent to the
plant’s bargaining committee. However, in some depart-
ments, workers have become involved in broader workplace
issues. A few involvement groups have been in touch with
vendors to resolve production problems. Another jnvolve-
ment group performed a feasibility study ‘of the \ie of a
robot and in the process altered the ultimate decision reached
by the engmeermg staff

«

On a separate track the relationship between union of—
ficers and plant management was changing in the plant.
Union officers were being provided with information regard-
.ing business plans. For the first time, the plant manager was
forewarning union officials about upcoming layoffs and new

machinery, and asking: for adyice Yegarding how these -

changes might "best be 1mplemented Some of their discus-
sions have occurred as part of “Mutual Growth Forums”
which follow the guidelines outlined in the 1982 national
Ford-UAW agreement. Other discussions occur on a more
informal basis. '

An 1mportant part of the communication between plant
and union officials concerned the competmve pressures fac-
ed by the plant and steps that might be taken to lower in-
house production costs so as to compete more successfully
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for new business. These didcussions led to a local agreement
in 1982 which modified a number of work ruleg. The con-
tractual modifications included agreements to: increase pro-
> duction standards; have production workers perform some
housekeeping, inspection and incidental maintenance job
: tunctlons alter overtime and shift preference arrangements;
and allow production wotkers to assist tradesmen in the
repair of machines. These concessions were provnded by the
union on the grounds that they would lead to the arrival-ef
new business (the plant would become a parts source for.
Ford’s new models). In the work areas involved in any new
business, it also-was agreed that workers would be selected
(transferred) with some consideration of ability rather than

rely-exclusively on existing contractual seniority provisions. .

In one work area in the plant where new husinesés, has been
brought in, a single (‘‘universal’’) classification system has
been adopted. The original plan was to include a ““pay for

. knowledge’’ system in this area, though sq far implementa-
tion issues have postponed that step. Management hopes
that positive experience with the single classification system
will encourage the system’s expansion to other work areas.
Expansion of this system to the, whole plant essenhally would
amount to introduction of the operating team system.

Discussion in this plant recently has focused on-shifting
the Employee Involvement groups to a department team
basis: Like the use of a single classification system, this shift

- entails a fundameptal redirection of the participation pro-
cess. At the core, the issue is how the participation process
can be linked more closely to work rule issues and thereby,
‘Lo many of the rules currently resolved “through Collectlve
bargaining proceﬂures From management’s side, the need
to more closely integrate participation an;i work rule issues
arises from their concern that the participation process not
only address ‘‘housekeeping issues,’’ but rather, focus on'the

problems that affect this plant’s competitive position.-
T

b
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. To date, work rule issues and the Employee Involvement

process (the Quality Circles) have been procedurally kept
apart. This has created two central problems. By not focus-
ing on work rules, the agenda within the Employee Involve-
ment groups has been limited “to the point. that some

~ employees and managengent have become disillusioned with

» the outputs of the process. Furthermore, insecurities have
been created within the workforce. Employees are hesitant to
. give up the traditional classification system and experiment
with a ufversal classification system or other work rule
changes because the-job specifications and seniority. rights
embedded in the traditional system provide.the workers with
protection from the abuse of discretion by managers. If this
security and profection is given up, the workers want
somelhmg to be put in its place. As we will see in the later
distussion of the operating team system, there it is enhanced

information and participation through team slruclures that ’

amalfy satlsfles these needs.

In this plant, union officials-have acquired more informa-

-, tion and input into business decisions. Yet, this has occurred

in a disassociated manner from other programs in the plant
aMd, perhaps most inrportant, has not fully involved the
hourly work force. Thus, although enormous change has®c-
‘curred wuhm the plant,-a series of problems exist which
jeopardize the future of the paxtlclpatlon process. First, both
workers and managers complain that many of the Employee
lnvolvement groups seem to have plateaued and need to be,
invigorated. “Secord, the pace at which work rule changes
“have been adopted and- classification systems revised has -
slowed due to the resistance of some work “groups. Third,
“debilitating problems, such as whether participatiog in the
new depidrtment teams Or a new statistical quality dpntrol
proglam are voluntary (as with the Employee InvolMemient
groups).s ‘have slowed the adoption of these programs. Addi-
tlonally, there is a sense of unease within both union and °
management-ranks concelm}‘g where the participation pro-
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cess 1s headed and how it relates to the economic pressures
confronting the plant.

-

To allay some of the anxieties which surfaced regarding
the participation programs, a plant-wide meeting was held

- which mvolved the participation of the hourly workforce,

corporate m'anagement and national officers of the UAW.
One purpose of this meeting was to show-workers that the
participation programs had the support of the national
union. The meeting also provided the opportunity to point
out the relationships between this plant’s particular pro-
grams and ‘the novel programs adopted at the national-level
in the 1982 negotiations. - ‘.

This méeting apparently did help to broaden the support
within the rank and file for the participation process.
However, labor and management are still left with the prob-

* lem of how to institutionalize the connection between the

participation process and mainstream collective bargaining
issues and procedures. Thé operating team system described
below sets out one possible solution.

The Operating Team System

Operating teams are now utilized in 10 GM plants in-
cluding the Delco-Remy plant in Albany, Georgia, Cadillac
engine plant in Livonia, Michigan, and Buick 81 plant in
Flint, Michigan. These plants provide an example of how the
participation process can be integrated more fully with other
industrial relations systems and processes.

The core of-the operating team system is the departmental
teams which contain a single production classification. A
worker’s pay thereby no lgnger is explicitly linked.to a par-
ticular set of job tasks. Instead, there exist six pay levels
which workers move up as they master a wider variety of job*
tasks. The work team also has-responsibility for such things
as inspection, material handling, housekeeping and repair¢’
In this way, the system involves an expansion of job tasks.
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There is a “‘team coordinater’” who functions as super-

visor of the team (the former first-line supervisor’s role) and
an assistant team coordinator (an hourly worker). The teams

regularly meet to discuss production’ problems,. review the

pay system, and discuss itapending business decisions sych as
‘the introduction of new machinery or upcoming work
schedules. Part of the function of team meeting$ is to
establish a business focus within the work area. To ac-

complish this the team regularly,reviews the costs and’

revenues associated with the work area. In one team meeting:
@y observed the. team coordihator.reviewing the purchase.
vouchers accumulated by the work area in the previous week
and comparing the total operating costs to operating
" revenues generated by the work ‘area.

Two aspects of the typical start-up of the team systems
were particularly important in providing the local union with,
assurances regarding management’s obyectives. Represen-
tatives from the loca] union were involved in the pldnning
committees that shape the design and 1mplementat10n of
each.team system. Furthermore, local union officials had a
say in the initial selection of the team coordinators and con-
tinue to maintain mvolvement in the placement of super-
visory staff.

One of the values of the single classification is that it
allows greater flexibility and coordination across work sta-
tions. For instance, absenteeism is-less of a problem sinee
| ‘workers are qualified to carry out a variety of jobs, The
“pay for knowledge’’ system reinforces this flClelllty by
providing a direct reward for the mastering of a large
number of jobs. The work teams also allow job rotation arii

worker input into ]Ob design. Although these forms of work "

. reorganization have occurred, observation of some of these
plants suggests that the abandonment - of assembly line’
techniques has ‘not been a frequent product of the teams’
operation. For one thing, the basic technologies within these
plants are tradltljonal,.though being of recent vintage, and

-
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they do tend to involve a high degree of computeg control. In
addition, it does not appear’ that workers within the teams
' have chosen to shift away from short cyele,)obs even where
+ they could have. . . -

\ What the teams do provide is a process 'whicﬁ' links the
modification of work rules and work organization to worker
participation, .Consider how some of the problems, which
have arisen in the plant engaged in a piecemeal participation
process.described earlier, are resolved in the dperating team
system. In the piecemeal plant, participation workess are
reluctant to agree to further work rule concessions for fear

-that -the relaxation of the traditional classification and
seniority syetem would pass too much unregulated control to
mdndgemcnt Yet, in the operating teams it is the fact that

~workers receive information about upcoming changes .and
have a right to make their influence-felt in. the team meetings
that provides a substitute for ‘the security relinquished

- through abandonment of - the traditional. classification
systern” Furthermore, local union officials within the
" operating team plants receive extensive information from
plant management regarding business plans. In this respect,
the roles of the local union are much the same in the two
plants. The difference is that in the team plants this exchangey
of information extends down to the level of hourly wo;kers
and is institutionalized ghrough the team meetings.,

This i1s not to say that all conflicts have evaporated in the
tcam plants. One of the team plants we visited has con-
fronted the following problems. A dispute arose over the .
varying pace at which workérs had progressed up the levels
of the “‘pay*for knowledge’’ scheme across the teams. Some
\ workers resented the fact that. Ray progression had been

faster in an area of the plant that holds low status and in the
past was a department that workers had bid out of upon ac-
cumulating- seniority. This has led plafid management to-
closely monitor and somewhat standardize pay progression
across tha téamis, Another mdfre $erious problem exists in this

2
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plant as a consequence of the suspicion with which skilled
_tradesmen view the team system. In fact, a year after the
start-up of teams, the skilled trades in the plant campaténed
hard to have the ‘‘pay for knowledge’’ system (which apphes
ly to production workers) removed. An election followed
which 65 percent of the total plant workforce voted to re-
tain the ‘“‘pay for knowledge’’ system. However, manage-
ment has not been as successful as they initially had hoped in
getting tradesmen .t0 participate in the team system.
Tradesmen apparently belieye that the job-broadening and
flexibility inherent in the{earn Jystem ultimately threaten-the
identity E their crafts. ?

Yet, tle use of teams has accomplished the removal of any
artificial scparation between work rule issues and participa-
tion processes. This has facilitated the creation of bargains
that cut across the various issues, and thereby, allowed the
kinds of cOrhpromises that are more difficult to achieve
where -collective bargaining and worker partlctpatlon pro- '
grams are kept separate. <

Summary and-Conclusions

The steel and auto industrjgs have gone througtt their most
serious economic crisis since the Great Depresst(m,\”t is not
' surprising, therefore, that each of the worker participation
processes described in this chapter ha,?been under pressure
to contribute to the ecohomic recovery-of their plants and
firms. This has led the parties to search for ways of
reorganizing work, improving product quality, and improv-
ing productivity. Whtle none of the parties would agree that
the primary focus of their participation efforts is to improve
productivity, neither wouldany of the union or ma’nagement
representatives involved deny that improved productivity
and lower operating costs are valued outcomes of their ef-

forts. 2
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If .productivity and costs are"part of the agenda, then
cmployment security is bound-to be an equally central agen-
da itcfn. When participation processes begin to address these
issues, it becomes increasingly difficult to draw a clear line
between worker participation and collective bargaining.
Thus, as the focus of tHe process expands, it no longer canp be
treated as solely a_local union or local plant management
1ssue. National umon leaders and corporate executives must_
get tnvolved and Must decide whether or not to adjust their
collective bargairiing strategies insways that support the ex-
pansion and innovation underway within-the participation
process. As the contrasting experiences of U.S. Steel and
Ford, and to alesser extent General Motors, illustrate, the
adjustments in strategy and prhactice required are substantial.
Top union leaders must“accept significant changes in work
organization and compensation structures and increased
variability within previously standardized local contratts.
Top management must accept greater information sharing
and must stand behind commitments to business strategies
that preserve the employment base of the union. It is clear
that only some top executives and union leaders are ready to
accept these changes. L |

)
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Views of the
* Rank and Filaé

Unions are political organizations whose leaders need to
be responsive to the interests of their members. Therefore,
no participation process is likely to succeed over an extended
period of time in thg absence of rank and file support. Con-
versely, if-rank and file interest in quality of working life
issues and participation processes is strong, opposition from
higher level union leaders is unlikely to deter management

. from developing programs that build on this interest. Thus,

“y

it is appropriate to start our analysis of views toward par-
ticipation experiments by assessing the views of the rank and
file. By starting at this grassroot level, we also mirror the
way that QWL activities evolved—from local experiments to
a broader movement of significance tg  national union
leaders.

This chapter-analyzes survey data collected from rank and
file union members in five national unions involved in dif-
ferent types of- worker participation -projects. The
background and dynamics of four of these cases were
described in chapter 2. Our :}alysis of the views of union
members toward participation programs and the effects 0{_
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these programs on members’ perceptidns of their jobs and
their local&unions will center around.the following questions:

(M

)

(3)

4

5)

(6)

The five c¢ases for which rank and file survey data are .

Do union:-members assign a high enough value or
priority to QWL types of issues td warrant union sup-

port for a worker partl(npatl_on process?

Does actual participation in a QWL program lead to
even greater worker interest in gaining greater say or
influence over QWL types of issues?

Does actual involvement in a worker participation
process lead to perceptions of freater real influence
over decision areas related to QWL? ”

Does the participation gfocess modify workers’ views

of their job on the key dimensions of work that par-
ticipation_is expected to affect such as the amount of
employee job involventent, freedom, opportunity to
learn new skills, etc.? These are the dimensions of job

~experience most often cited as the targets of QWL
. strategigs. . v

‘Does involvement in worker participation processes

influence members’ assessments Of the performance
of their union gn QWL and/or other issues? .

To what extent do union members not currently par-

. ticipating in a QWL or related process want to get in-
volved in the experiments that are underway in their -

plants or offices?.
)

The Sample

available are not ‘‘random’’ samples of the experiences of all

unions and their members. They do, however, span the range

of worker participation programs and employer-union rela-
tionships needed to make useful comparisons and, with-ap- 4
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propriate cauuon some limited generahzatlons The cases
might be viewed as ‘‘samples of convenience.”’ That is, with
. the help of our advisory committee we identified local unions
and employers where some form of worker participation ac-
tivity was ‘underway. We then discussed our research in-
terests with representatives of these locals. A decision to con-
duct a survey of rank and file workers was then made if all of
the following conditions held:

(1

(2).

3)

Sufficient time had elapsed under the worker ﬁar—
ticipation project to allow’ for a meaningful assess-
ment of worker views of their experiences.

Some basis _existed for comparing workers who were
covered or actively involved in a worker participation
process with similar workers who were not covered or

actively involved. ;
1

Both the union and the employer representatives
agreed to cooperate with a survey. This proved to be
one of the decisive criteria since permission to con-
duct a survey was needed from multiple levels of
management (industrial relations ok personnel profes-
sionals, QWL coordinators, plant managers, and
sometimes corporate officials), multiple levels of the
unions (international representatives, local union
business agents, local union presidents,..local union
executive boards, etc.) and in some cases, the joint
union-management steering committees overseeing
the participation processes. Each of these different
groups often had valid reasons for opposing surveys.
Among the most common reasons were: (a) surveys
had bE;en done in the past ‘and workers were tired of
being surveyed; (b) surveys raise expectations of
workers and should ot be conducted unless there was
a clear actigh plan’for -following up on the results;
(c) the timing of the proposed survey was problematic
because internal union elecuoﬂs were about to be

e
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\ held, layoffs were in progress, about or occur, or had
just occurred, or the ntgotiation of a new collective
bargaining agreement was about to take place; or
(d) the parties belived thé participation process had
not advanced to the point where workers were able to
evaluate their experiénces.

(4), The group added diversity to the sample. That is, we
wanted to collect data on a range of different types of
participation programs in a variety of different
employer-union relationships.

With these characteristics of the sample selection process
described, we can-now turn to the five cases analyzed in this
chapter. It should be noted that in each case the parties were
assured we would not identify individual respondents nor use
the actual names of the unions and the firms without their
permission. Thus fictitious union and employer names are
used to describe two of the five cases (cases 2.and 3). Only
brief descriptions of the cases are provided here smce four of
the five are analyzed in more detail in the Case studies
presented in chapter 2. (The case of Freeman, Inc. is not in-
cluded here since the QWL and socia-technical experiments
had already ended by the time our research started.)

Case 1: Local 14B and Xerox Corporation

As described in chapter 2, this case involves a large, hlg:hly
“skilled, blue-collar bargaining unit located in Xerox’s
' manufacturing complex in Rochester, New York. The union
and the company began a jointly administered QWL pro-
gram in late 1980 after a clause authorizing experimentation
with such a program was included in their 1980 bargaining
agreement. Survey data were collected from a sample of 387
out of a bargaining unit of approximately 4,000 workers.
The data were collected during the summer of 1982, approx-
imately 20 months after the start-up of the QWL project. In
this case the union inyolved in the QWL project acts as a full
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1T .
. joint sponsor and sits with representatives of management
on all of the various steering and oversight committees. The .
actyal _participation process resembles a Quality. Crrcle (QO) -
program :

Case 2: Local 2 and the Uniform Piston Company

This is a bargaining unit of approximately 300'semi-skilled

ahd. unskilled workers located in a’small manufacturing

. plant. The structure of “the participation process again

resembles a QC program. In this case, the union is less cen-

‘trally mvolved in the different. stages of the process and

<% adopts more of a “watchdog’’ rather than a joint sponsor
» role. The program had been-in effect for approximately two }

years prior to conducting the survey in the autumn,of 1982.

o

Case 3: Local 25 and the Communication Services Corporation

+ . This is a large bargaining unit"of blue-collar workers
.~ covering a_wide.range of skills employed in a facility of a -
' . large communications services firm. The QWL process in '
this firm is only in the early stages 6f development: It had
been in place less than one year priof to our survey in late
\I&Kl;or this reason, we did not conduct a full case study of
the pregram and therefore this case is not discussed in _
chapter 2. It is included here, however, because it provided (
data on a sample of workers insthe early stages of a QWL
process. The process is part of a natronwrde program that
has'been underway since the signing of a national agreement
in 1980 in whlch the union and the company agréed to jointly
“develop a QWL program'in its various locations. The union
and management serve.as joint sponsors of the process which
also is similar to a QC program. »

Case 4: Local 717 and Packard Electric _-

This is a large bargaining:unit of approximafely 9, 000 \J/
workers represe_nted by Local 717 of the IUE employed'by
' |
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Packard Electric, a division of General Mtors Corporation.
Data were collected from 104 workers in various adjacent
plants of a large manufacturing complex located in Warren,
Ohio. This case serves as our longest running QWL process
in the sample. Discussions of joint activities between the
union and the firm date back to 1977 and formal QWL ac-
tivities have been underway since 1978. In addition, this case
provides data from union members in a QWL process that
‘has gone beyond the -QC stage by experimenting with
" autonomous work groups and work team organizations. The
local union has been a full joint partner in developing.and
administering the participation activities since 1977.

Case 5: The Newspaper Guild and the aneapohs and $t.
Paul New: spaper

These data are collected from two units in the same local
of the Newspaper Guild (NG) located in Minneapolis and St.
Paul, Minnesota. The Minneapolis unit is covered by the
labor-management committee called the Worker Participa-
tion Committee (WPC) described 'in chapter 2. The WPC
grew out of a 1972 collective bargaining agreement. ]t is a
joint union-management commlttee that discusses a wide
range of topics indluding working condjtions, new

_ technology, systems for performance appraisal, the selection

of assistant editors, etc. The St. Paul unit of the NG does not
have a labor- management committee in place and therefore
provides a comparison group of comparable workers not
covered by a labor-management committee. This case pro-
vides both a different type of participation structure (a
labor-management committee as opposed to direct involve-
ment of individuals and small work teams) and a white-collar
professional empIOyee group as opposed to blue-collar
manufacturing or service workers. Because this unit and its
participation program differ in these ways f#m the others, it
will be treated separately in much of the statistical analysis -
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X ¢
that follows and “Will not be included in the regressionf
analyses which combine the data from the other four cases.

Research Design Considerations

Obviously, the ideal way to assess the effects of participa-
tion processes on a set of(workers would be to collect data on
their views of their work and their union prior to the start of
the process and then collect follow-up data at some ap-
propriate point after the process has been in effect. That was
not possible given the time and resource constraints of this

_study. Instead, we took advantage-of the variation in ex-

posure to these processes within each organization by com-
paring the views: of workers participating in the processes
with the views of workers who were not involved at the time
of our survey: Regression.analysis was then used to control
for other differences in the characteristics of the workers
that might be correlated. with their assessments of their jobs
and their union. The key results of the regressions are
reported in the text. The specific coefficients are reported in
an appendix to the chapter.

Our preference was to collect the survey c,l,ata'from the par-
ties directly as part of our case study process. This was possi-
ble to arrange in three of the five cases (cases 1, 2, and 4).
Surveys were administered to small groups of workers at the
workplace on company time by a member of our research
team. In cases 3 and §, however, we needed to collect the
data by mail survey since the employees were too dispersed
to make the collection of data in smal} groups of workers
feasible. The response rate for the mail surveys was 38 per-
cent in case 3 and 40 percent in case 5. In both cases the pro-
portions of participants and nonparticipants who responded
mirrored the actual proportions in these two groups in the
larger ‘bargaining unit. Analysis of the distributions of the
data across the cases showed no systematic differences due to-
the nature of the data collection(method used.
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Demographtc Charact ristics

Taﬁle 4-1 provides a demggraphic profile of the pooled
sample of union members included in these cases. Overall,
~ survey data are available from approxigately 931 workers of
whom approximately 446 are currently partlclpatmg in or
covered by a worker participation process and 485 are non-
participants. The exact sample size varies ®h the analyses
) below bgcause of missing data on sore of thé ques-

prQ)umately $1)1.80 per hour and has 13 ye#s of sq:qnornty
with his or he employer. Thirty-one percent o¥she sample is
female and 13 percent are members of a minority group. Six
percent of the sample have less than a high school education,
95 percent completed hjgh schoo}, 29 percent have some col-
_ lege or post high school ¢xperience, and 20 percent have a
college degree. As the'data in table 4-11indicate, there are few
significant differences in the characteristics of the par-
ticipants and nonparticipants. Participants have, on average,
two years more seniority with the company and are less likely
to be members of a minority group than aré nonparticipants.
Although lhewverage differences appear to be relatlvely in-
significant, in the .analyses to follow. we will control- for
variations in these characteristics as we attempt to estimate
the net effects of these worker participation processes.

‘The average orﬁer in the sample 1s 39 yeaz'old earns ap-

Participants, on average, have a history of being slightly
more active in union affairs than nonparticipants. These dif-
ferences are also highlighted in table 4:1. For example, -par-
ticipants were more likgly to be members of union commit--
. tees, have attended union meetings, and voted in union elec-
tions. While these are not large differences, they do indicate
that those who get involved in worker participation processes
tend to be the same individuals who have higher than average
rates of participation in union affairs. We control for degree
. of prior union participation in the regression results reported
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Table 4-1
D’erL

ographic Profile
+

g

Total »
sample I{anfclpants Nonparticipants
N=931" N=446 N =485

Age (Years) « 39.3 39.2 393
Sex (% Female) 30.7 28.2 33.1
Race (% Nonwhite)’ 12.3 10.4 14.0
‘Education (% High . . ) '

school or beyond) 94.5 D944 -* 94.6
Company seniority .
(Yenss) 12.5 11.7* 13.3*

'q « g

Hourly wage ratey o

($/hour) | “11.80 12.20 11.50
Union steward (%) 3.3 4.1 - 3.0
Member of a union

committee-(%) . 6.2 Q.7*** 3.0%*>
Member of union :

executive board (%) 3.0 T B 2.8
Local-union. /-
« officer (%) 1.8 1.2 2.4
Attended a mgeting )

in 1ast year (%) 48.2 54.4** 42.6**
Voted in last union ' . -

election (%) 85.3 90.1*** 80.1*+**
Ran for union’ . '

office (%): 62 7.2 1 . 5.3
Called union office ‘

in last year (%) ° 62.2, 63.9 60.6

*Indicates a significanl.diffcrcncc at a 10% confidence level.
**Indicates a significant difference at a 5% confidence level.
s++Indicates a significant difference at a 1% confidence level.
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. g, . . .
below in order to avoid attributing any differences due to
prior union involvement to the effects of involvement in a
p'arlicipatioh process.

“Interest in Participation

Orie of the first .questions union leaders: must consider
when deciding whether or not to support a worker participa-
tion process is whether rank and file unjon members are in-
terested enough in gaining some say or influence Bﬁ::r'the‘o
issues likely to be discussed for the union and the company
to embark on a participation program. More specifically,

“union leaders need to ask-whether rank and file interest in,.

QWL types of issues is equal to or greater than interest in the
bread gnd butter issues that unions have traditionally em-
phasized in collective bargaining. Imaddition, union leaders
must often educate their members to the_importance ‘of
longer run strategic issu?s that may be rather distant from
thexonsciousness of most workers, yet may affect their long
run interests. Thus, in evaluating the degree of interest
~workers express in QWL issues, it is useful .td compare the
relative priorities menibers attach to QWL, traditional bread
and-butter, and longer run strategic issues generally reserved
to management. '

~ The data presented in.table 4-2 allow this type of com-

parison for participants and nonparticipants across the five

cases. To measure the importance of the QWL issues, those.
surveyed'were asked whether they wanted ‘‘no say,’’ ‘‘a little
say,”’” ‘‘some say’’ or ‘‘a lot of say’’ over a range of
workplace issues. Table 4-2 reports the percentage-of par-

ticipants and nonparticipants from each case that responded

they wanted ‘‘some”’ or “‘a lot’’ of sa

1y over QWL, bread and
butter, and strategic issues. -

The responses show there genérally is a very high level of
interest among workers in all five cases in the issues most
central to QC or QWL processes. For example, between 67

o \
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percent and 96 percent of these union menrbers want some or
a lot of say over the way work is done or the methods and.
procedures used to pegform their/j'obs. Similarly, between 79
percent and 96 percent want some or a lot of say over the

‘qdality/of the work produced and between 67 percent and 88

-

7

percent want this my€h’influence over the pace of work. In-
terest tapers off slightly in having a high degtee of influence
over two-QWL issues thai are central topics of experimenty
in work reorganization or autonomous work grqups: That isf»
between 39 percent and.73 percent ofnh&espondgnts report
wanting some ofla lot of say over how much work should be
done in a day aitd over how jobs are assigned within a work

group. .

While the desire for influence ove» QWL issues is quite
high, worker interests afe not limited to this subset of issues.
For example, between 64 percent and- 93 percent of the
respondents want some or a lot of say over the traditional
bread and buttertissue of wages. Similarly, approximately

two-thirds to four-fifths of the respondent§ want to in-\/

fluence.the handling of .complaints or gri¢vances and a
similar number want t0 influence t'he strategic issues of new
technology. There is, however,}onsiderably less interest ex-

~ pressed by the majority of these union members in gaining

say or-influence over other personnel decisions tt‘la'f have
traditionally been left to management discretion (subject to

_ relevant provisions of the bargaining agreement)jstich as the

hiring, firing, and promotion of bargaining\uni members,
the setting of management salaries, ;and the selection of
managers. The major exception to thi§ statement, however, 4

is found in the responses of the professional employee group

(case 5). Among this sample there is considerably more in-
terest expressed in the issues of selection of supervisors,

_ managers, and fellow workers and in the handling of promo-

’\

tions. These are all critical issues that have been discussed by
the labor-management committee covering this group. It is
not surprising, therefore, that the group expresses a higher
level of interest in these issues. :

115
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\' . Interest in Participation by Areas of Concern L« K
' &ﬁParticipants and Nonparticipants i o =
o _ . (% of respondents agreeing they want “some say”’ or “‘a lot of say') z
SR - . 2 ; o O .
- ¥ 1 v Casel Case2 Case 3 Casc 4 Case S - :.;
¢ ; - Non- ) Noh- Non- . Non- Non- © -
Part’s part’s Part:§ part’s Part’s . part’s \ Part’s part’s Part’s _pﬁn’s ES
1 ¥ g - ) =)
/' N=218 N=169 n=ls  Nedss NEm N=139 YN=52 N=49 N=10 N=83
QWL Concerns ’ ’ 4 - Sy ; g
The way the work is done— . ., - \g;
methods and procedures y 87 79 67+ 91+ - 877 92, 96** 78%+ 96 - 94 = .
R _ \ .
 The level of quality of work ~ 85 79 80 ( 81 94 87 " +92 82, 96 96
A}
- How fast the work should be . , "
done-—the work rate 80 . 68 M ta! 84 81 .17 76 88 \ LANG
. How much work people should . o~ ' ) ) ~ A
dorin a day - 59 50 47 43 63 . 65 v 64 ' 59 72 66 .
‘Who should do what job in 0 . . '
your group or section . . 52% - . 39* 73 51 42 53 69 56 63 57
[ . B ' +
Bread and Butter Concerns -
When the work days ) . _
M’and end : - 52 4$ Kk} kX 74 60 62 69 77 74 &+
Pay scales or wages ' 70 64 73 " 80 74 84 .73 - 74 93 90
Who shoydd be fired if they do a ' A ' . ' - . *
bad job or don't come to work . 38 40 kX 0 . N * 3 44+ 25 5280 27+%e
. - Cy .
[ . ' , ;
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Who should be hired into
your work group

Handling complaints or grievances
Who gets promoted

Strategic Concerhs .
The use of new technolagy- .
"on your job

. Management salaries

Hiring or promotions to - .
upper management -

The selection of your supervisor

Plant expansions, closings,
or new locatéons

* - The way the company invests its

grofits or spends its money

39
66
4]

Ty
29

38+
50*

A

47

48 "

30

67 .

%
24

23+

30*

43

“

20 2
60 7
27 27
8o* . 67*
20 0 02
7" 9
20 18
o
13 24
\ ‘

" 53 51

29 33
71 =72
36 43
ey,
65 < 69
~3* 15*
23 26
-36 40
" 48 52
36 42

42
62
44

85
39

27

67 —

)

57 .

37

69

5
47

74

38

524
83
54+

82
27+

52000
6300

42

NP

36

354+
74
40*

e

77
15

Y

300#0
49+

—

39-

27

'lndxcalcs n signilicant dif fcrcncc at a 10% conﬁdencc level.,
\"!udlcalcs a significant difference at a 5% confidence level.
***Indicates a significant differonce at 8 1% confjdence-evel.
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For cases 1 and 4, both blue-collar #nits where the local
“union is actively involved as g joint partner in the QWL pro-
cess, there is a tendency fbr participants.to indicate a
stronger interest in having ‘‘some’’ or ‘‘a lot’’ of say over
QWL issues than their comparison group of nonpar-
tlclpants The same genelal positidn, ,although weaker in
magnitude, is present in the responses of the white-collar
unit in case 5. In the other two cases, howevent, therexare no
consistent differences in interest in QWL-igsues across the
two groups. When the average responses of.participants and
. nonparticipants are compared as a whole across all the cases
(without controlling for other characteristics); there is a
statistically significant difference that indicatess pasticipants
do on average have gredter interest in QWL issues than non-

/  participants. . ‘. ,

Participants also indicate a stronger interest in a number’
of strategic issues, most, notably those relating to manage-
ment and supervisor hirings, promotions, salaries and the in-

' vestment .policies of the firm. Again these differegnces aro
" moreaconsistent in cases 1 and 5 than in cases 2 and 3.

\ Thefe are at least two possible eXplanations for differences

: in the preferences observed between participants and non-

participants. One interpretation is that those who volunteer

for QWL training and team activities had a higher degree of

interest in participation from the outset than those who

chosenot to get involved. Alternatively, one could interpret

) the data_as suggesting that the actual experience of par-

- ticipating in the QWL process has mcreased the interest of

employees in gaining some say over tf\ese issues and/or over
‘issues traditionally left to the prerogatives of managemelm

Undoubtedly, both of these interpretations are partially tru

Indeed, further analysis of these data using a regression

) equation aré€ reported in the appendix to this chapter. This

regression controls for differences in demographic

characteristics between participants and nonparticipants in

cases | through 4 (the Newspaper Guild observations are ex-

| 7 | \
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clugﬁtd from these and all subsequent regressions since the
structure of their program is one of a labor-management
counmittee rather than a direct form of worker ,
participation). The regression results show that after con-
trolling for demographic characteristics, the amount of say
and influence desired over QWL issues by participants i$ still
higher, but not significantly higher than by ponparticipants.
Similarly, after controlling for demographic differences,
participants show a slightly higher degree of jnterest than do
nonparticipants in influence over both bread and butter and
strategic issues. These results imply that-participation in a
QWL protess does marginally increase, the average worker’s
interest in-having greater say over QWL as well as over
selected bread and butter and strategic issuﬁs. .o

The results of the analysi§ of worker preferences for say or
influence in-QWL and other issues can be summarized as
follows. First, a sttong majority—more than four out of fiveﬁ
workers—want to have say over. the issues typically
associated with Quality Circles, namely, the way work is

-done and the quality of the work produced. This suggests=~
that union efforts to address these issues are well placed. Sec-
ond, those who are currently participating in a QWL process
on average report a slightly higher degree of interest in QWL
issues than those not currently involved in such a program.
Furthermore, participants also report a somewhat stronger
interest in gaining a say over several strategic managerial
decisions and over those personnel and working conditions
issues that most directly affect their work group. While some
of these differences in preferences may be due to differences
in the predispositions of participants and nonparticipants
(i.e., those with a higher degree of interest in gaining a say
over these issues volunteered for the programs), some of the
differences between participants and nonparticipants appear
to be due to involvement in QWL programs. Third, a ma-

. jority of workers, regardless of whether or not they are par-
ticipating in QWL activities, want some or a lot of say over
the traditional bread and butter issues of wages and
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grievance handling. Fourlth,,while a majority of blue-collar
‘workers did not express a strong interest in having a-say over
most of the strategic issues ‘generally reserved to manage-
ment, between.two-thirds to four-fifths do want to be involv-

ed in decisiong over the use of‘hew technology on their jobs.
7

h e

Amount of Actual Influence o
7 . ) ;
We now turn to the questjon of vhether workers who are
currently participating in b QWL or other type of worker
participation process perceive actually having greatet say or
influence over workplace issues. The data needed to answer
this question are reported in table 4-3.

All workers report having sorsSiderably less actual say or
. \nfluence over QWL and other issues than they prefer to
have, regardless of whether or not they are currently involv-
ed in a worker participation process. Only in the case of the
newspaper workers does a majority report having some or a
. lot of say over the way work is done and over the quality of
the work performed. Only in case 4 dbes a larger percentage
of participants consistently indicate having greater say or in-
fluence over QWL types of issues than nonparticipants. In
the other cases, apparently the worker participation pro-
cesses have not significantly altered the degree of actual say
or influence workers experience on their jobs.

When cases 1 through 4 are combined and differences in
demographic characteristics are controlled, only marginal
~ and nonsignificant differences are found between par-

ticipants and nonparticipants in the amount of actual in-
fluence. Thus, of the worker participation programs studied
here, only case 4 has produced a measurable increase in the
say or influence experienced by the workers involved. -

. .
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Perception of Actual Influence by Areas of Concern
. Participants and Non_particfpants '-

% of respondents agrecing they have “*some say’’ or ““a lot of say’") -
p \

| % i S
) Case 1 Case 2 . Case?l Case 4 «Case 5
Non- L Non- Nén-_\ . Non Non-
Part’s part’s Part’s part’s Part’s part’s  \Part’s part’s Part’s part’s
QWL C‘,lncerns ‘ . : ) . /
The way the work is done— . - . o
methods and procedures 31 _ 38 ., 40 26 32 28 35 25 58 47 -
* The leve! of quality of work 43 42° 47 47 36 T 40 50 34 51 .. 57
How fast the work should be - - - - - . _ ,
done—the work rate 17 .16 13 26 22 24 14, 10 32 28 >
How much work people should > ) . <
_doin a day , . H 9 , 0 5 3 ] 6 8 1719 =
Who should do what job in ‘ ' - : i i &
your group or section 8 9 20 19 7 7 364+ JO*e+ 18 22. =y
ead and Butter ance;ns o RN . :’;{
When the work days ° v -
begift' and end 9 9 o1 16 16 - 13 12 4 33+ 45* [t
Pay scales or wages e 11 13 . 53+ 30+ 10 ‘8 12 10 54 47 5 -
Who should be firéd if they do a ’ ’ ) N 2
*>pad job or don't come to work -3 6 - 7 7 0 1 4 o 8 10 "L_l_1
Who should be hired into . - . Nt
Vv your work group 3 4 2 0 0 1 4 2 - 2 h) —
' . (continued) o
\ -

“ : . _1‘.21 ; ‘ ;. 3 I




Table 4-3 (continued) o ] -
4
D <
- Case 1 Case2 | ' Case 3 Case 4 : Case 8 3
Non- Non - Non- . - Non- . Non- §a
- Part’s part’s Part’s part’s - Part’s part's  Part's’ part’s Part’s part’s e v
v -~
Handling complaints or grievances | F: Sebabo Y ¥ Al 40 40 13 18 12 2 40 3 4
‘Who gets promoted : N 4 0 o . 0 14 0. 6- 4 E}U
Strategic Concerns . : : L X =
The use of new technology ' . . ’ R “/ ) g
on your job S 18 22 20 17 7 12 22" 14 16 < 13 %
Management salaries : 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 S b =
Hiring or proxﬁolions to _ . ‘ . . .
» upper management 3 02 0 <0 0o 0y 4 0 2 1.
The selection of your supervisor 4 4 ‘0 2 . 0 1 6 s 7 , 2 )
Plant expansions, closings,' . . ' . . ;
or new locations . 3 4 0 Y2 0 3 8 27 .0 0 -
The way thé company invests its . , '
profits or $pends its money 4 4 0 . 0, . 0 4 4 0 ) 0 0

AY

-

NOTE: Saniple sizes are the same as in table 4-2.

*Indicates a significant difference at a 10% confidence level.
***Indicates a significant difference at a 1% confidence level. |
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" Views of the Job - : S s
. $
Another way of examining the effects of worker participa- p
J  uon processes is to determine whether participants have dif-
ferent perceptions of the nature of their jobs than nonpar-
ticipants. Specifically, QWL processes are often viewed as |
. strategies for allowing workers to learn new. skills, increase
‘their freedom on the job, provide more control over the pace
and content of their work, and provide more 1nformat10n on
how their work fits into the overall production process To ;
assess the effects of worker part1c1pat10n processes on these '
job dimensions, those surveyed were asked the extent to SRR
which they agreed with the statemients listed in table 4-4. We |
have reported the percentages of participants and nonpar-
ticipants who ‘‘agreed’’ or ““strongly agreed”” with each of
.these statements. Since these questions once again aré more
relevant to participation processes that involved -workers
dlrectly rather than indirect forms of participation such as a
labor-management committee, data from the NeWSpaper
‘Guild local are not mc]uded in these analyses.

W Responses to these quest,lons in cases 1, 2, and. 3 are mixed
and form no consistent pattern. The’ 'participants in the QWL
process in case 4, howeyer, conMstently rate their jobs more

" favorably than-nonparticipants. It should be recalled that
. case 4 is the bargammg unit in which the tinion has been a
full joint partner in major work reorgamzatlon efforts and
the QWL program there goes considerably beyond the more

X limited programs found in the other three cases. Thus, these

~ data suggest that those participation programs that move
beyond the limited problemsolvmg focus of the standard QC
process and directly modlfy the structure and layout of the
organization of work are more likely to have significant ef-
.1, #fects on the workers’ perceptions of the favorableness of
their jobs. Since our sample provides only oné case where the
QWL program has evolved to this point and shows this
" result, the ev1dence on this point is only suggestlve v
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, “Table 4- 4 >
Views of the Job by Particlpants and Nonparticipants «
(% of respondents who “agrcc or ‘“‘strongly agree’’)’ s g
Case 1 Case2 ~ Cased ‘Case 4 Case 5 5
) - _ " Non- " Non. Non- Non- - Non- g
- P Part's part’s Part’'s  part's  Part’s part’s  Part’s part’s  Part’s part’s ; .
My job requires that I keep Ce : oo v . X _ g_
learning new things, ~ ° 77 69 87 71 94 . 86 75 . Spee 89 92 ® i o
1 have the.freedom to decide ‘ oo .o . : : g ,
what 1 do on my job. 41 4}/ 67 Ky 61 51 39 N 19+ 62 64 =
1 get to do a number of . 1 ) ) ® . ~.”
different things on my job. 82 84 100** 76** 87 86 83+ 65* 91 93 L ‘
My job lets me use my. skllls . . )
and abilities. <66 . S8e 60 .. 76 71 70 45 27+ 85 86 .. -3
Most of the time | know what o . o ) - s
{ have to do on my job, 96° 95 93* 100 - 90 96 100 92 98 94 . - -“i
. \ \ .
I never seem to have enough time . . . d .,
' b3 40 33 29 48° ' 42 23 25 48 42 :
63 61> 93 98 »o6Ie. 76 . 350 18* 59 58
54+ ‘44* 20 29 39 34 230 56*** | 37*» 23+
80 7‘ B 78 84 B0 79 S2ees g7 87




{ -.. . »

1 feel personally rcsponslblc-' for ) : :
the work 1 do on my job. 9% 92 87 96 90 94 94+ 81 98 ©9s .

My job has rules and rc‘gulmiong ‘
concerning everything I might : . - » ° . ’
do or say. . 58 57 47 56 74 68 54 . 53 v21 17

NOTE: Sample sizes arc the same as in table 4-2. ' 3 _—
*Indicates a significant difference at a 10% confidence level.
**Indicates a significant difference at a 5% confidence level. -

***Indicates a significant difference at a 1% confidence level. o . .
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When we control for demographic differences in the total
sample, a significant difference between participants dand

nonparticipants is still observed. Part of this is undoubtedly™

* due to the influence of the respondents from case 4, but the
marginal differences seen in the other cases also contribute
to this result. Thus, overall, there is some evidence that these

“QWL processes are improving the extent.to which workers
- see their jobs as challenging, offering opportunitiés to,learn
and, use existing skills and abilities, and provide more
freedom. The largest differences on these dimensions of
workers’ jobs are found in the program-that goes the farthest
in broadening the scope of the job and reorganizing the work

-~ to conform to more of a team organization concept.

Views of Union Performance )

One of the most important and hotly debated issues within
the labor movement pertains to the effects that union par-
ticipation in these QWL types of programs will have on
members’ views of their union. Advocates of greater union
involvement in worker participation programs argue that as
a result, workers will see the union as more effectively
représenting their.interests at the workplace because their job
experiences are improving and union efforts are seen as an
important cause of the improvement. Those who argue
against union involvement in these programs, on the other
hand, fear that membership support for their union will
decline as a result of these participation programs, since the
perceived need for a union will decline.

W‘o address this set of issues, respondents were asked to
rate the performance .of their local union on a variety of
QWL, bread and butter, strategic, and internal union ad-
ministration issues. In addition, respondents were asked to
rate their overall satisfaction with their local union. The
responses of participants and nonparticipants are shown in
table 4-5.
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Several clear patterns emerge from these data. First, all of
these local unions are given higher performance ratings on
the traditional bread and butter issues than’on the strategic,
QWL, or internal union administration issues. For example,
across the sample the five issues for which the unions are
given the highest performance ratings-are all bread and but-
 ter issues, namely, improving wages, improving fringe
" benefits, protecting members against unfair treatment,
handling grievances, and improving safety and health. A
strategic issue (challenging .management policies) and a
QWL is$ue (making this a better place to work) only compete
with the remaining bread and butter i issue (job securlty) for a
place in th¢ performance ranking. Further examination of
the percentages rating their union on QWL issues shows that

only in the case of the white-collar Newspaper Guild group

and case. 4, the blue-collar unit that has gone beyond the QC
program to modify the organization of work, do a rhajority
of union members rate their union as domg a ‘‘somewhat
good’’ or ‘“very good ’’ job. Thus, overall, ther? appears to
be considerable room for improvement in union perfor-
mance on QWL issues. '

Examination of the differences in union performance
ratings between participants and nonparticipants suggests
three key conclusions. First, the union in case 4 again receiv-
ed significantly more positive ratings from participants ver-
sus nonparticipants on all measyres of union performance.
No other case approaches the@ze and strength of the dif-
" ferences between participants and nonpartjcipants observed

in this unit. For éxample, 85 percent of the participants in_

this local rate the union as doing a good or very good job in
1mpr0vmg productivity, compared to 57 percent of the non-
participants. Eighty-one percent of the participants give the
union‘thig rating on the issue of making their plant a better
place to work, compared to 49 percent of the nonpar-
ticipants. The same pattern continues for each of the QWL,
strategic, bread and butter, and internal union administra-

t o
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' ~ Table 4.5 ~
Perceptions of Union Performance by Areas of Concern
Participants and Nonparticipants B
(% of respondcnts rating the union as doing a “g‘)od“ or “vcry gooWb")‘

-

- 3[14 pue Yuey oy Jo sm3lA” 0TI

\

Case 1 ' Casg 2 - Case 3 Case 4 , Case §
Non- . Non- Non- Non- - v Non-

Part’s pnrt‘s‘ Part’s part’s Part’s part’s . Part’s part’s Part’s part’s X
QWL Concerns . R
Getting workers a say in how 7
they do their jobs 39 ” 33 50 32 20 62* 43+ ’58“‘ 2044+ {
Helping make jobs more . : o . ¢
interesting 20 23 . 7 24 13, 15. SBeve 254 28%¢ 16**
Making this a better place to work - 55 52 43 53 - . 45 49 Bleee 494+ 69 70

Helping improve productivity - 40 41 27 38 30 28 S LVASL SR k) 23 -

Qetting management to listen : ) .
to workers’ suggcs&ons 51 52 47 » 36 32 7 690t 39ter TTeee 364+

Bread and Butter Concerns
Protecting members against

-unfair treatment 8O+ ** 68 §53ee §9e e+ 55 53 \
Getting good wages 89 87 67 82 84 83 _

Getting good-fringe benefits  * 87 82 67 76 81 80 FAASREE- ¥ At ‘_86‘" YA
Improving job security . 8 45 53 61 45 41 7500 41t 82 B8
Handling grievances 73+ 64* 73 087 45 ¥ BS*** . 49%ee 85 86

Improving safety and health ) 68 . 66 . 60 80 58 62 830 55%er L YARA 4204
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~ Strategic Concerns
Getting workers a say .
in the business. 30%*

Representing worker interests in
management dccisi})nmaking 36

’

Challenging management policies
that are harmful to workerg’,
interests | v 59+

Union Administration Concerns
Giving members a say in how
the union is run 35

Telling members what the
. local union is doing 32

Overall Union Satisfaction
Percent ‘‘satisfied” or ‘‘very
satisfied” with the union 55

lG.m

30

4s5¢+

31

34

49

13

36

53

53

67

23

40

40

73

65

84

26

19

36

29+

29+

37

15 §24%+
24 G4eee
41§ 77eee

47%  S4eee
woase 65e
45 5%

200#ﬂ

33...

35ees

25...

45+

3]0.0

57...

78..0

77

80

83

84

Py
' 46?57'
76
75
81
8

NOTE: Sample sizes are the same as in table 4-2.

*Indicates a significant difference at a 10% confidence level.
**Indicates a significant difference at & $% confidence level.
***Indicates a significant difference at a l"/‘onfidcncc level.
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tion issues. Similarly, in‘response to the global question on
satisfaction with the union,-75 percent of the participants in-
dicated that they are ‘““satisfied’” or ‘““very satisfied’” with
“their union; compared to 31 percent of the nonparticipants.
These differences remain significant even after controlling
for differences in demographic characteristics between par-
ticipants and nonparticipants. This provides some assurance
that the differences reported in this table are not due to some
factor other than the worker participation process.

Second, those Newspaper Guild members covered by the
labor-management committee (case 5) rate their union higher
on those QWL and strategic issues that deal with the union’s
ability to represent its members in management decision-
making. For example, the largest differences between those
covered by the committee and those not covered are found
on the issues of: (1) getting management to listen to workers’
suggestions (77 percent to 36 percent); getting workers a
say in the business (57 percent to 16 pércent); (3) represent-
ing worker interests in management decisionmaking (78 per-
cent to 46 percent); and (4) getting workers a‘say in how they
do their jobs (58 percent to 29 percent). Those covered by the
committee also give the union higher ratings on helping to
make jobs more interesting (28 percent to 16 percent), get-
ting good fringe benefits (86 percent to 67 percent), and im-
proving safety and health (82 percent to 42 percent). These
differences imply that a labor-management committee that is
successful in engaging management in serious discussions’ of
issues that normally lie beyond .collective bargaining can
enhance the effectiveness of the union in dealing with a set of

strategic issues. that it otherwise would have difficulty in-
~ fluencing. v

Third, in case 1, the union also receives consistefitly higher
ratings from those participating in the QWL program on
several issues measuring the union’s influence in manage-
ment decisionmaking. None of these differences, however,
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approach the size of the differences found in case 4. Further-
more, there are no significant differences in the ratings of
participants and nonparticipants for this union on QWL
issues. This pattern is consistent with the responses of”
members of the unions in case 2 and 3 as well. Thus, the role

_and efforts of the union in case 4 has produced a greater dif-

ference in participant versus nonparticipant ratings of union
performance than the other cases.

When the data from all cases are combined and a regres-
sion equation is computed that controls for differences in
demographic characteristics, we again find that, on average
participants rate union performance on QWL issues
marginally, but not 51gmf1cant}y higher than nonpar-
ticipants.

In summary, there is no evidence in these data to support -

the critics’ argument that the presence of a QWL program
will undermine workers’ support of their union. Indeed, the
evidence suggests that local unions are rated as being
marginally more effective by members who are involved in
worker participation processes than by nonparticipants. Fur-

thermore, the local union is rated as significantly more effec- -

tive in the case of the union with the highest degree of in-
volvement and the most advanced form of participation.

Interest in Future Participation

The final question ac(dressed in the, survey was whether
nonparticipants were interested in gejting involved in the
worker part1c1pat10n process. Thirty-five percent of the non-
participants in cases 1 through 4 indicated a de51re to get in--
volved, however wide variations existed in the response to
this question across these four cases. For e€xample, only 15
percent of the nonpalticipants in case 2 indicated an interest

in getting involved in the QWL program and only 25 percent

expressed this interest in case 1. In contrast, 55 percent in-
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124 Views of the Rank and File

dicated an interest in getting involved in the participation
program in case 4, while 63 percent indicated an interest in
joining the QWL program in case 3.

What accounts for these large differences? One thing that
does not appear to explain these differences is variation in
the demographic characteristics of the respondents. A
regression showed there were no significant differences in
age, education, race, sex, company seniority or nature of
current job between those indicating a preference foy getting
inyolved in the worker participation process their
organization and those indicating that they prefer towmot get
involved. Thus, it appears to be the way in which the specific
programs are perceived by nonparticipants that influences
their interest in joining them.

In case 1, where only 25 percent of the nonparticipants in-
dicated an interest in joining the QWL process, evidence
gathered in less structured interviews strongly suggests that
worker interest in the QWL process had plateaued ahd begun
to taper off. We noted the reasons for this in chapter 2,
namely, a large number of layoffs anﬁ“permanent workforce
reductions were occurring in this bargaining unit. As a
gisult, at the time of our survey the QWL process was going
through a major testing-period with many of its early sup-
porters questioning its utility for making their jobs, and the
jobs of their co-workers, more secure. Therefore, it is not
surprising that three out of four of the nonparticipants ques-

tioned the benefits to be derived from joining the QWL pro-

Cess.

In case 2, where only 15 percentiof the nonparticipants

want to get involved, we have a similar situation where

layoffs had been occurring as th®firm shifted production out

of the plant to a newer nonunion plant in the South. Case 2 is -

also a QC type of process with a limited ‘‘watchdog’’ role for
the union. Thus, there appears to be a limited commitment
from the employer to the long-run job security of the

#
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workers and the. orgdnizational security of the union. Not
surprisingly, therefore, there is llm{ted rank and file interest
in joining the QC program.

Case 3 is an emerging QWL process in its first year of
development. At the time of our survey only 18 percent of
the bargaining unit was involved in the QWL program. "
However, a great deal of interest was expressed by the parties
in seeing the program expand to moreworkers consistent
with the finding that 63 percent of /the nonpartlclpants '
wanted to join the QWL process.” ~

- Case 4 is'our best example of a long-standmg participation
process with a high degree of union involvement and com-
mitment. It also is a case in which the union has treated the
participation process as part of its ! rger representation
strategy for improving the job se(:uritj\l of the membership
.and enhancing the competitiveness of the firm. It also is the
case in which the data show that those currently participating
rate their jobs and the local union more favorably than those
not participating. All this helps explain why.55 percent of the
nonpajticipants; in this organization express an interest in
joining the participation process.

> ~ Summary and Conclusions

No survey data should ever stand alone. Conclusions
reached from surveys are always strengthened when combin-
ed with more intensive knowledge of the context in which the
data are collected. Therefore, the conclusions reported here
build not only on the specific survey results, but also on the
insights gained from: the case studies presented in-chapter 2.

In case 1, the QWL process started with a great deal of
rank and file interest in the process (both among those cur-
rently involved and those not involved), but tapered off con-
siderably as concerns for job security increased in the face of
layoffs. Despite the strong presence of the union in the QWL
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process, neither the participants nor the nonparticipants
gave the union high marks for its performance on QWL
issues. Indeed, the limited QC nature of this program did not
produce any perceptible improvements in the amount of say

. or influence on the job experienced by participants, nor did

it significantly alter these workers’ evaluations of their jobs.
Thus, from this case we have learned the difficulty a union
will experience in maintaining rank and file support for a
limited QWL process in the face of deteriorating cir-
cumstances that challenge thé ability of the union to effec-
tively represent rank and file interests on traditional bread
ind butter issues. It also suggests that a QWL process may
experience a plateauing of support and interest after the first
blush of excitement and experimentation wears off. This
plateauing phenomenon challenges the union and the
employer to decide whether they are to recommit their
organizations to enhancing the QWL process or allow it to
continue to erode and eventually fade out of existence.

Case 2 illustrates the pitfalls a union mpay experience with a
limited. QC program in which it chooses to play only a
“‘watchdog’’ role. The survey data in this case suggest that
the union members do not see significant change in their JObS
or their influence in decisionmaking and do not see ¢
as performing significantly better on QWL issues
of the program. At the same time, rank and file eyaluations
of union performance have not yet suffered fr m the QC
program. : :

Case 3 represents a QWL process in the early stages of
development. It demonstrates that QWL programs-diffuse
slowly through organizations and that while interest in par-

ticipating is often quite strong in its initjal stages, positive

. results from the process may not be visible in the short run.

Case 4'is an example of a participation process that has
been in place for more than five years, that has moved into
the area of work reorganization, and that has ‘achieved the

»
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most positive response from rank and file workers. It sug-
gests that the participation processes that are likely to have
the most pasitive long-run outcornes for unions and their
members are ones that become integrated into the union and
the emplo¥er’s broader strategies for enhancing workers’ job

~ security and the firm’s economic performance. -

Case 5 is different from the other cases since it includes a
labor-management committée covering white-collar profes-
sional workers. The survey results for this group suggest that
while the indirect participation structure of a labor-
management committee is unlikely to significantly affect in-
dividual worker experiences on their job on a day-to-day
basis, it can serve as a useful forum for discussing on an on-
going basis the larger strategic issues that otherwise are left
to management’s discretion.

When considered as a whole, these survey data suggest
that worker participation processes can have a positive effect
on workers’ job-related experiences and on their evaluation
of the performance of their unjon. Positive impacts,
however, are slow in developing and do not stand indepen-
dent from other union activities, :accomplishments, or short-
comings. That is, there is no evidence in these-data that a
union would be strengthened by being an active and visible
partner in a worker participation process in the face of poor
union performance on its traditional bread and butter
responsibilities. Stated differently, effective performance on
QWL issues will not serve as an effective substitute for an in-
ability to deliver economic benefits, job security and protec-
tion ‘t;lr;ulany arbitrary actions on the part of management.
The varidtions across these cases suggest that improvements
in workers’ views of their jobs and their unions are greater,
where: '

(1) the union serves as a visible joint partner in the pro-
CCSS; K] »
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”

(2) the participation process leads to actual changes in
work organization that enhance the security of the
“labor force and the econmomic performance of ‘the
firm; -

. , N
“\ . ! :

(3) “union leaders link their support -for QWL to their
larger collective bargaining and representatnonal
strategies, and;

(4) sufficient time has passed\for the uniorn’s contribu-
tion to improving QWL.: experrences of their members
to be seen while at the same time the union continyes
to effectively deal wrth bread and butter concerns.

Union performance on QWL issues still has consrderable
room for improvement. Even in cases where unions’are serv-
. o . L4 . . . ; . .
ing as a joint partner in delivering QWL services, union per-

formance on these issues is-rated lower than performance on

bread and butter issues. On average, less than a majority of
union members rate their union as performing well on QWL
issues, even in those cases where a QWL process is under-
way. - '

LY

QWL programs go fhrough various stages of development '

in which worker reactions to the process and to the union’s
role are likely to vary. Since interested workers may get in-

volved first, there is likely to be an initial burst of enttmsrasm }

and interest in the process prior to the participants forming a

judgment about its effects on their jobs and their relation-

ship to the union. Later, a tapering off or plateauing.of en-
thusiasm may occur and the remaining nonparticipants are
likely to resist efforts to get them involved. The “ultimate
degree of interest in and support for the process is likely to

be determined by the extent to which the union is able to suc--

cessfully use the process to both improve individual workers’
direct or day-to-day job experience as well as improve the
long-run securlty of those ]obs
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. While rank and file support provides the essential founda-
tion ‘for worker participation processes, their long-run
viability also depends on the views of local and national
union officers and on the ability of the parties to fit the par-
ticipation process and its results into their larger bargaining
relationship. In the chapters that follow we move up from
the grass roots level and analyze the views of local union of-
ficers and national union leaders to better understand where

\participation processes fit into labor-management relations.

Y
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: Appendix to Chapter 4

- The table contained in this appendix reports the results of
regression equations used to estimate the effects of worker
participation on the workers’ views of their job and their
union. The numbers reported in the table are unstandardized
regression coefficients for dummy variables that took the
value of 1 if the worker was participating .in a worker par-
ticipation process and 0'if the worker was not participating.
The following tontrol variables were entered into each equa-
tion: age, race, sex, educational level, years with the firm,
hourly wage rate, and an index of participation in union ac-
tivities. Another set of equations was computed which con-
stained dummy variables for each unioh. The conclusions
discussed in the'chapter are based an the more conservative
results that contain the controls for drfferences across the
local unions. «

The dependent variables were calculated by first grouping
the issues into (1) quality of work, (2) bread and butter, and
(3§jtrategic categories as shown in tables 4-2, 4-3, and 4-5.
Averages within group scores were thert computed and serve
as the dependent variables for these analyses. The dependent
variable for the test of whether participation affects workers’
views qf their job content is the average response to all the
. items contained in table 4-4. The dependent variable for
overall union satisfaction is the response to a single item

satisfaction question as shown in table 4-5. Copies of the_

questionnaires. and the actual regression equations used t

obtain these results are available from the authors upon re-""

quest. -
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‘ Table 4-A
Regression Results for the Effects of Participation
‘on Various Dependent Variables

T pependent Variable
Interest in Participation

QWL Issues -
Bread and Butter Issues
Strategic Issues

Actual Influence
QWL Issues
‘Bread and Butter Issues
Strategic Issues

Views of Union Performance

QWL Issues
Bread and Butter Issuey
Strategic Issues

Overall Union Performance .
Views of Job Content .

Not controlling for -
cross union differences

Controliing for
cross union differences

¢

Regrgssion ~ Standsrd Regression ‘Standard
coefficient . error coefficient error
— )
. 0.88 0.55 0.54 0.94
1.54%* 0.72 1.27 1.20
) - 1.12¢* 0.79 1.16 1.37
1.56** 0.52 0.88 0.90
1.70** 0.40 0.54 0.69
0.46 ' X 0.31 0.28 0.55
- 2.4] %%+ 0.64 0.98 . 1.07
& 2.96%** 0.67 0.54 1.12
1.4 0.24 0.20 ) 0.40
0.56* 0.32 0.13 +0.23
1.80%** 0.44 1.62* 1.26

* = significant at 10%.

** =significant at 5%.
*#** = significant at 1%, |
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Chapter 5

Activists and Officers

Introduction

This chapter presents our findings on the views of local
union activists and officers toward worker participation pro-
“grams. The individuals included in the analysis are elected
local officers, executive board members, stewards, members
of union committees and, in a few cases, union represen-
tatives serving as union ‘‘facilitators’’ of QWL or other par-
ticipation processes. ‘

The views of these groups are critical for a number of
reasons. First, these individuals form the political lifeline of
the local union. Opposition from significant numbers of
these activists would pose severe political problems for any
elected leader who supports the participation process. Sec-
ond, the responsibilities of these groups span the entire range
of union-management relations. Therefore, if any conflicts
occur between the participation process and other local
union responsibilities (e.g., handling grievanees, negotiating
local bargaining agreements, etc.), representatives of these
groups would be among the first to experience the conflict.
Third, in many respects one might predict that union ac-
tivists are likely to be among the most skeptical critics of

133 -
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worker partiéipation since, like first-line supervisors on the
management side, it is their functions that are most directly
affected by the move toward broader worker participation
and problemsolving. For these reasons, we believe it is
critical to understand how union leaders v1ew worker par-
thlpatIOIl processes. s

The issues addressed in our analysis include local union.
leaders’ views concerning: (1) the effects of worker ~
ticipation programs on workplace issues; (2) the éffects of
the programs on local unian officers.and election outcomes;

. (3) the problems which impede the spread or operation of
participation programs; and (4) the relationship between
worker participation progra and traditional collective
bargaining.

oy

The analysis draws from in-depth structured interviews
with local union officials from eight industries which recent-
ly experimented with one form 6f.partigipation program or
another. In total, approximately 30 inﬁividuals were inter-
viewed. In addition, a detailed survey was administered to
union offigials (executive officers and committeemen) within
five auto plants. These plants range from assembly to parts
-manufacturing Yacilities and generated appr0x1mately 110
responses.

¥ The discussion which follows 'goes back and forth in
reviewing both the quantitative survey responses and the

qualitative information gathered in the interviews. In-
general, the two data sources reveal very similar v1ews That
is, union activists and leaders seem to be tellmg us the same
things in both the interviews and survey.

Effects of Worker Participation Prdgrams
on Workplace Issues
The survey asked union, officers in the auto industry to
. rank the observed effects participation programs have on a

A ah . . . N
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wide range of workplace issues on a five point scale ranging
from Very Negative Effect, to No Effect, to-Very Positive
Effect. The responses are reported in table 5-1. The strongest
response was registered for Union Officer-Plant Manage-
ment Relationship, Product/Service Quality, and Produc-
. tivity where, respectively, 78.3 percent, 74.6 percent and 73.3
percent of the respondents reported the programs had either
a Somewhat or Very Positive Effect. For a number of other
issues there was a high percentage of union officers who
responded’ there was a Somewhdt or Very Positivé Effect.
The respective percentages were: 72.2 percent for Worker
Morale or Job Satisfa.ctio\, 73.3 percent for Worker-
Supervisor Relations, 64.5 percent for the Grievance Rate,
63.9 percent for Ability to Resolve Grievances, 61.3 percent
for Labar Costs, 55.6 percent for Union Member-Shop
Committeemen Relations, 55.0 percent for Safety and
Health Conditions, and 4].7 percent for the Absenteeism
Rate.

There were no workplace issues on which more than 12
percent of the officers thought the participation programs
‘had g Very Negative Effect. The most negative responses ap-
peared in regard to the effects of the programs on Member
* Satisfaction with the Union and Job Security where, respec-
tively, 32.4 percent and 25.0 percent of the officers thought
the program had either Very or Somewhat Negative Effec;ts.

However, union officers frequently did respond that they

thought there was No Effect of the programs on some issues.
For instance, officers responded that the programs had No
Effect on Membership Identification with the Union in 39.8
percent of the responses, and No Effect on Member Satisfac-
tion with the Union in 27.8 percent of the responses. Since
these responses raise issues concerning the effect of the pro-
grams on the local union, which were questioned in more
detail in other sections of the survey, they are discussed more
fully later. | :
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Ce Table 51 '
] Effects of Participation Programs on Workplace Issues
Very negative  Somewhat Somewhat Very positive
j effect negative effect No effect positive effect effect
1; Worker morale or ' _ . '
-/ job satisfaction 2.8 12.0 " 13.0 54.6 17.6
2. Worker-supervisor . o ' ' _

. '.' relations = 0.0 14.7 17.4 56.2 17.1
3. Productivity ‘3.8 5.7 171 . 56.2 17.1
4. Product/service quality 38 47 17.0 340 40.6
'5. Labor costs 47 . 57 _ 28.3 " 50.0 ©o13
{6, Job security ‘ 1 . 139 ' 36.1 - 1 26.9 120

¢ 7. Union member-shop _ ' v ‘

,  committecmen felations 19 . sS40 42.6 13.0

! 8. Member satisfaction ¥ A , L .

{ = with the union 6.5 . %9 218 IS $.3
[ 9. Grievance rate ST IR & A 29.0 383 26.2
! 10. Union officer-plant . \ ~ ' . -

management relationship 1.9 . 47 . - 151 49,1 29.2
11. Absenteeism rate . 28 7.4 48.1 - 343 7.4
4 1] .
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12. Safety and health o . ) . ,
conditions 2.8 2.8 39.4 440 _ 11.0
. 13. Union membg:_r:officcr - _ ' i \:
 rélationship 4.7 . 11.2 . 346 39.3 10.3 |
14. Membership identjfication - P | i .
. with the union . : 5.6 17.6 39.8 - 29.6 L 7.4 P’
15. Ability to resolve . . ‘ .
grievances 1.9 83 25.9 42.6 21.3
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In the interviews, local union officers repeatedly and
strongly stated their view that the participation programs
had contributed to a significant reduction in the grievance
and absentee rates, a statement consistent with the survey
responses. A number of union officers stated that recerit
“layoffs which had displaced less senior workers also had con-
tributed to a reduction in grievance and absentee rates.
However, they firmly believed that it could be a mistake to
attribute the decline in these rates solely to the layoff of less
experienced workers. H was their 'view that the participation
~programs had significant tnmndenr impacts on these rate
declines.

Union activists were able to cite a number of specific work
‘organization and work process changes which had been iden-
tified and adopted through the participation processes.
These changes iriclude better lighting, relocation of par-
ticular machines, improvements in physical access to
machinery, and better coordination between workers. It is
their opinion that these changes contributed to both im-
provements in product quality and costs, q&g to a resulting
enhancement in job security.

-

Effects on the Local Union

“As shown in table 5-2, union activists had a mixed view
regarding the effects of worker participation programs on
local union affairs. There was some support for the view that
the programs had positive effects on the local union. When
asked in the survey about the overall effects of the participa-
tion programs on the union, 58.0 percent of the officials
thought the programs would either probably or definitely
strengthen the local union.As one union activist summarized
the likely effects of the participation process on his local
union,

Probably strengthen. It’s going to give the union
guy more say on his job, how it’s designed and



. 3
Table 5-2 :
Effects of Participation Programs on LOCal Union Affairs
o Neither
Strongly agree nor Strengly
disagree  Disagree disagree Agree agree
1. Interfered with the proper role of . 4 . A
the grievance procedure. 238 -, 295, 25.7 18.1 29!
2. Given workers another channel to get . . : B .
their problems solved. ) 2.3 . Y55, 6.4 64.2 21.1
3. Reduced member interest in the union. 17.9 29.2 34.0 13.2 5.7
4. Improved the ability of union ' ;
representatives to solve problems or : o
cgmplaints workers bring to them. 3.7 SO T S5 I < 7 IO 43.5. -‘,,_.iﬂ.m.-.ala.gi..-_._...-
5/Undermined the union’s ability . 4 ‘ o
to enforce the contract, 28.4 33.9 18.3 13.8 55
6. Improved the union’s communications o N
‘with its m¢mbers. ' . 2.8 15.0 30.8 36.4 15.0
Definitely  Probably No Probably  Definitely
_ * weaken weaken effect strengthen  strengthen
7. Overall effect of worker participatign _ ‘ :
process on the ldcal union 8.4 12.1 21.5 34.6 234
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Another union activist said, | \
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%rnnowledge of the business. 1t will hopefull
strengthen employment. If job security increasesy,/\

some credit will go to the union. But the union is

not perceived yet as a 50-50 partner with manage-

ment. The union doesn’t have all the training

management does.

1

f

~

The union’s going to change, they won’t be so
much adversarial. Once they understand the
benefits of the process, they will solve a lot of prob-
lems easier. If it weakens the union, it weakens to-
day’s role, but it can strengthen the future role of
being more active between contract times. Now the
people have more of a voice, they will learn a lot of
skills. For example, people will learn the union
system, They’re a very strong group of people. I
don’t think the unidn leadership really realizes that
yet. Only three percent show up at a membership
meeting. The union leaders now have to be more

fxposed to be part of the people. Otherwise the
people say. “Hey, you’re never there, I never see
you.”’ . )

Union officers also frequently agreed (85.3 percent) w*ith
the statement that the participation programs would give
workers another.channel to get their problems solved, and
62.3 percent disagreed with the statement that the programs
would undermine the union’s ability to enforce the contract.

There were'several individuals who conditioned their judg-
ment of the effects on the local union upon how the union
participates in the process. The following statements il-
lustrate this type of response.

If the union realizes the strength of QWL to the
people, QWL will probably strengthen ghe union. It
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{ k o
will weaken the union if the union doesn’t get more
" involved with the people within the process.

I guess it depends on the definition of weakness
and strepgth. If we look at the union as encourag-
J ing grievances and opposing management, if that’s
perceived as strength, then I would hope this pro-
cess would weaken that. 1 think the role of the
union. might be strengthened if it evolves into
something.eJs¢, a new role.-I’d hope to see lower
decision rrkdiﬂiig in the organization so Yhat it will
be flatter \than it is now, one in which good
employeés would be given more time and recogni-
tion. Now the union is protecting the bad people. If
-we could better take care of the good, I'll be happy.

There was also. a minority viewpoint .expressed that the
participation programs interfered with proper union ac-
tivities. Within one auto plant, 6 out of 16 survey .
respondents agreed with the statement that the participation:
process ‘‘interfered with the proper role of the grievance pro-
cedure,”’ while in anoth'e\r7 plant, 6 out of 24 respdndents
agreed with that statement¥ In tllese two plants, respectively,
19 percent and 25 percent .of the survey respondents also
agreed with the view that the participation programs ‘‘under-
mined the union’s ability to enforce the contract.”

\
As one local union official put it:

Some of the issues being discussed [in the par-
ticipation program] are in violation of the national
agreement, and the union’s rights as exclusive
bargaining agent. The younger .people are giving
away gains that .have been won through much
struggle and hardship in the past.

However, in the other plants a lower percentage of
surveyed union officials agreed with these statements, Thus,
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as stated earlier, on average, union leaders disagreed with the
view that participation programs either interfered with the
proper role of the grievance procedure or undermmed the
contract.

At the same time, union officers suggested that there was
no clear evidence that the participation programs increased
member satisfaction or identification with the union. As
described earlier, union offieers saw little, if any, effect on
member satisfaction or member identification with the local
union. When asked in the question included in tablg 5-2 - '
whether the programs reduced member interest in the union,

.a large percentage of respondents (34.0 percent) neither

agreed nor disagreed and few officers witnessed strong ef-
fects.«Howe\;er,ggffrcers tended to agree (51.4 percent) with
the- view that the programs improved the union’s com--
munication with its members.

Interview data supported this ambiguous assessment of
the eﬂ;gt of the worker partlcrpatlon progranmty on member,
interest in the local union. Offréers repeatedly stated that

'they saw,no increase in member participation in union’

meetings- or activities in the aftermath of the creation of par- ;
ticipation programs. This is consistent with the. worker

survey data discussed in chapter 4. Furthermore, union-
leaders often remarked that any differences igghe level of-ac-

tivism in union affairs arose from’ the fagt that union ac-

tivists are more -willing to get-involved in partnclpatron pro--

grams. Hence, the participants always were more involvedin -+
union affairs and did not become more mvolved because of
their experlences m worker partlclpatlon programs o

Some leaders pondered whether additional steps could be
taken.to inform workers of the local union’s role in the par-
tlcbatron process. Many officers expressed the view that the
programs had little effect on union affairs because members

~did not perceive br understand the role played by the local
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union in the programs. To some.extent, this may be a conse-

“quence of the lacal union’s actions, as union leaddrs chose

hot to become clearly identified with participation programs
in their early stages bécause of doubts regarding the ultimate
course and worker reaction to the Wtograms. Yet, even in
situations where the local union leadership had decided to
fully support the pdrticjpation effort, the leaders often were
at a loss to explain why workers did not perceive the union’s

“active role in the programs,

A number of union activists wrestled with the problem of
both what to decide regarding the proper separation between
collective bargaining and participation programs, and how

__to maintain any desired level of separation. A variety of ap-

proaches had been tried. In one plant explicit lists were kept
on what were deemed permissible or ‘‘on-line’’ subjects for
consnderatlon in participation processes, and those

‘“off-line’’ subjects that were deemed to be the domain of

. collective bargaining.*As a participant in this process -

described it,

We have an online and an offline sheet. It shows
“what the teams can work out. If they think an issue
- is offline, they will get the shop chairman in on a
" meeting to talk. The people generally listen to
supervision when they say ‘‘it’s offline, it’s con-
tractual.”’

In another plant, union officers monitored the activities of ‘
“shop floor Quality Circles, a part of the participation pro-

gram. Whenever a ‘‘contractual’’ issue arose as a topic

. within a circle, these officials iﬁxte'rvened, stopped discussion

of the contractual issue, and brought the issue under dispute

'to the shop committee so it could be resolved ,through
negotiations with management. Then, when the issue was
resolved, the settlement terms were brought back to the -

Quality Circle for implementation.
~ '
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" -Another issue we probed was the effects of the participa-

tion program on, unjon elections. We found no instances
where union officers who strongly Supporfed participation
programs had been turned out of offic
port. Most union officials expressed the view that support
for participation programs had been irrelevant to election
outcomes. Some officers did state that support for these pro-
grams had become an'election issue, and that in a few cases
this support had, on net, even lost individuals some votes.
Yet, consistent with the evidence from the steel industry
reported in chapter 3, there were no reports of elections be-
ing decided on the basis of participation %ﬁr‘ogram views.

~ The operation of worker participation programs typically

involves the creation of a .set of union and employer
representatives who are designated as participation ‘‘coor-
- dinators’’ who are responsible for training and advising par-
ticipation teams in problemsolving activities. This coor-
dinator job creates a new rg9le for union representatives.
Since this new job requires the inion activists to mediate-any
tensions between the participation process and traditional
bargaining procedures, it is 1llummat1ng to look more closely

at,how these participation coordinators tunctlon and what'.

coordinators say abdut their jobs. .

One part1c1pat10n coordinator descrlbed hlS role as

follows:

1 have a couple of different roles. First, I am a
demonstrator of the process, trainer or teacher.
That’s the fun and easy part. Second, I'm a
monitor ‘of the process—living it once. you’re in-
volved. We-interface with so many organizations:
engineering, plant manager’s staff, materials peo-
ple. 1t’s ‘a nice job, a learning experience, a con-
tinuous ‘high. 1 enjoy working with people. I held
the job of shop chairman before and also enjoyed
that job. . -

cause of that sup-
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Two union coordinators emphasized the interm’édiary
nature of the role they play as faclhtator of the participation _

process.

We're neither fish nor fowl. We’re a buffer zone
between the union and managerment. I try not. to
take a union line or a management line. That’s

" where our strengfh hes

We train one day per week. Initially it w&ihree
days per week. We also train the Business Center -,
Steering ‘Committees in groups of three. We train
problem solving teams and then we monitor weekly
meetings and give followup action to help make-
sure things are followed through We also spend a
lot of time debating the philosophy of QWL, the
change it represents to management—first line,
general foremen, and managers. We are constantly
in meetings with the plant manager or the personnel
director or internal or external consultants.

In contrast to the focus on training, improving com-
munications and problemsolving, andy the intermediary
_ nature of the coordinators’ role, the shop chairmen describe
their jobs as more focused on the enforcement and protec-
tion of worker rights under the collective bargaining agree-
ment. Still, however, there are common problemsolving
functions that cut across thesetwo positions.

* .
Consider, for example, the following description of his
job provided by one shop chairman.

A lot of times I act as a peacemaker, a lot of
times 1t is .not tled mto g?levances Some issues are
contractual and you have to get the message
“through. Lots of times pgople don’t like contrac-
tual wordmg You have to make a decision of right
-versus‘wrong. I also. have a lot of personal relation- -
ships with ,umonlmem_berls They need somebody to
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v

. talk to regarding personal probIems I handled
- 4 disputes between management and union personnel
- on problems. I'solve a lot of problems before they s
o are grievances, . \ o
; " We asked participation coordinators to compare their ‘job
to that of union committeemen. Below are someﬂstatements
by coordinators which illustrate their perceptions' 6f the

similarities and differences in these two unign posmons L
\ *

They are similar in that sometimes I feel like an
arbrtrator_ when people have a. bitch' .about _
- something. . They are different—we have more PV
positives than negatives. The shop chairman’s call-
ed- when something goes wrong. We are helping .
people to develop—that’s a big role—and the shop- co
‘ N chairman doesn’t. RO \

v

The shop chan‘men only deal with the -‘‘five /

. ", percenters.”” The shop chairman is there to preserve | -
o jobs. You don t have the time te associate with the
LA other 95 %. As a trainer I’'m now associated withall " s

o the kinds of people that are generally concerned =~

.~ 7 about their job and their organization. They have T

' the same goals and objectives that 1 have in my job.
LN A

Problems Impeding the Expansion '
- of P,articipation-Programs

Union officials were asked in the survey to wergh the im-
portance of various factors as problems that hmnted the ex- -
. pansion of participation ‘programs. Their responses are
reported in table 5-3. The factors that were ranlged as the big-
.~ gest problems were layoffs, management efforts, to change _
work rules or practices, and - supervtsor resentment or X
resistance. Respectively, 53.2 percent, 44.4 percent and 42.8 )
percent of the respondents thought thes¢ problems had




Table 53 -
Problems that L/h@\the Expansion of the Participation Process -
' ' : ’ N , A very oo
: _ Not at all Somewhat Quite a bit great deal
Worker disenchantment 3.8 61.9 23.8 10.5
Supervisor resentment or resistance ) 10.5 46.7 - 29.5 13.3 ,‘
“Loss of union support 54.7 35.8 1.5 1.9 h;
_ o
Loss of plant management support 43.0 37.4 11.2 . 84 PO
- Conflict between workers and supervisors 12.4 571 - - 219 8.6 g ‘ "@
Management efforts to change work 2 2
rules or practices _ - 74 . 48:1 32.4 12.0 S, !‘i
Layoffs or other employment cutbacks 19.6 - 27.1 - 28.0 25.2 g _- E

Disruptions of groups caused by worker : . S

transfers to different jobs . 21.3 40.7 25.9 ' 12.0 q .
hE &
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limited the expansion of the program either quite a bit or a
very great deal. '

The interviews were consistent with these survey.
responses. Union officials repeatedly stated that a chief
problem in the participation process was resistance en-
countered in the ranks of middie management. As one union
official put it,

Front-line managers don’t endorse it [worker
participation]. The Vice President and President
thipk it’s great, but the word ¥as not filtered down
to f'oremen that it is going to be a management

pofigy, - .

A number of union officials asserted that the continuing
economic decline in their industry had led to member
frustration and disenchantment with the participation pro-
cess. These officials suggested that unless participants saw
some clear gains from participation, activity levels eventually
declined. Here, the problem was that deterioration of the
larger economic environment overwhelmed many of the im-
mediate short-run improvements of the participation pro-
cess. Thus, although these improvements were real And
valued, it was difficult to sustain the energy needed to sup-
port participatory prograrhs.in the face of cofttinued large
scale layoffs. .

External events also affected workers’ willingness to
engage in cooperative efforts with management. In one
plant, a union officer suggested that worker interest in par- .
ticipation programs waned considerably when management
began to move business out.of the plant and into a nonunion
southern facility. As noted in chapter 3, some workers in
steel plants were hesitant to commit themselves to a par-
ticipation process because of their suspicion that manage-
nent would utilize any cost savings generated by these pro-

grams to invest more heavily in businesses other than the
steel industry.

]
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Overall Assessment and Thoughts
Regarding the Future

In general, union activists and officials had a very positive
attitude toward worker participation programs. Union of-
ficials frequently stated that they were in favor of workers
. participating more directly in productfon decisionmaking
and were in favor of workers gaining wider input into the
determination of their working conditions. When asked
whether they advised workers. to actively participate in the
" program, 81.7 percent indicated that they encourage workers
to participate (see table 5-4). When asked what the union’s
role in the participation process should be, 84.3 percent of
the union officials said the union should support and actively,
participate in running the program with management.

Another issue relates to the future course of their worker
participation programs. When asked about what kind of
participation process would likely be around in five years,
65.1 percent of the surveyed local union officials in the auto
industry'held the view that the participation process will have
grown and expanded (table 5-4). To probe this issue, we ask-
ed in the interviews how either a new economic boom or fur-
ther decline in economic conditions would affect the course
~of the'participation program. Some officials expressed the
view that a strong economic recovery would probably lead
management to be less concerned w1t t;he participation pro-
grams and their associated empha51s on improved product
quality, and rather would lead to the return of an emphasis

n ‘‘getting it out the door.”” Yet, if this were to occur, these
union leaders generally believed workers would resent any
management efforts to roll back worker participation and, in
fact, “‘would just not let it happen.’”” This supported their
claim that they and the workforce truly valued the ddditional
input received via the participation programs, and hence
would not willingly let such*programs dissipate. |
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: .« - Table 54 ‘
- Overall Views.of the Participation Programs

Quesuon ‘What do you think the umon S rolc ought to bc in the par-
ticipation process?

3.7 The union should oppose the program,
12.0 The union should remain neutral but fot actively participate

in the pr Y :
84.3 The u uld support and actively participate in run-
ning the pro am with managemem

LY

Question; If we were to come back five yea‘rs from now, what kind of
participation process do you think we would find here?

8 The par{icipation process will have ended by then. _
I The participation process will look about the same as it is to-
day.
65.1 The parhcnpauon process will have grown and expanded.

Question: If workers ask you abOut whether they should participate in
: the participation program, what do you generally advise?

81.7 1 encourage them to participate.
17.4 I don’t take a position one way or the ‘other.
.9 1 discourage them from partlmpatmg

Union officials’ views regarding the likely course of events
if the participation process actually took hold and expanded
differed according to their views regarding the role of these
participation programs. Some officials viewéd the participa-

tion process as a useful but limited complemen’t to the collec- _

tive bargaining process In their eyes, the proper role of par-

ticipation progfams is to provide a supplementary channel -

through which workers could provide suggestions regarding
working conditions on those issues where there were clear
gains to be had by both sides. In line withrthis role, these
union leaders thought that even if participation programs
flourished, they always would have a limited function. In

this case, these programs would not preclude Qf operatlon
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- of the collective bargafning process, and the local union’s
place in the bargaining process would continue in much the
same fashion as before introduction of the worker participa-
tion program.

Some other union officials envisioned the possible expan-
sion of the participation process to the point that workers
wonld carry out many -of the responsibilities now held by
supérvisors and middle management. In this scenario, the
participation process would come to play a much more in-
tegral role in the determination of work conditions and
thereby take over some, and.possiblyymany, of the functions
now performed by collective bargaining. These local officials
speculated that the local union’s role might then shift toward

representation of either wider community interests at the .

workplace or towards greater satisfaction of the career goals
or nonwork-related interests of their. membership.

\
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Chapter 6 o -

" Views from the Top
of the Labor Movement*
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The purpose of this chapter is to review the contemporary ™
thinking of key national labor movement leaders on worker
participation issues. We will draw on data from interviews,
speeches, other public documents and selected jnternal union
documents to understand how the top of the labor mave-
ment views ‘workeliparticipation. |

While the worker participation processes studied in this
book are inherently local activities, leaders of national
unions and of higher level union federations such as the
AFL-CIO influence participation processes in at least twd R
important ways. First, through their public statements na- .
tional labor leaders. mold the public’s perceptions of the at- o
titude of the labor movement toward worker participation L
and quality of working life 1mprovement efforts. While the
public’s perceptions are perhdps not c¢ritical in any direct
way, two specific groups of interest to, the labor movement
may listen with greater attentiveness, pamely, unorganized

" workers whom unions would like to recruit and high level ex-
ecutives who shape their firm’s strategies toward unions and
{workér participation programs. Thus, the pub]ic statements .
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° *We wish to thank Alan Birbaum for collecting much of thc background data for this i
W -~ chapter while he was a smdcm intern at the lndustnal Union Department of the AFL- C10 e
in 1982, d-
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of labor leaders are important in shaping the overall image
of the labor movement in thg minds of at least these two key
groups.

Second, top union leaders are responsible for shaping the
overall strategy of their organizations toward worker par-
ticipation and designing an organizational structure tapable
of implementing that strategy down through the union to its
grass roots level. The structure put into place will in turn
serve as the channel of information from local to top union
leaders. For these -reasons, therefore, it is important to
understand how national level labor leaders are responding

to the question of whether worker participation progesses

are, indeed,a threat or an opportunity for their organiza-
tions.

-

The AFL-CI1O

The AFL-CIO does not have any offjcial policy on QWL

or any other form of worker participation program. This is

consistent with its historical role in the structure of the
Amerjcan labor movement since the AFL-CIO does not
directly negotiate nor/ administer collective bargaining
agreéements. Instead, its role is to provide political leadership
to the labor movement, to share information, to coordinate

the efforts of the various national unions, and to provide'

 staff assistance and advice to national and regional affiliates,
Consistent with their leadership role, however, from time to

time the president and secretary-treasurer of the AFL-CIO

have outlined their personal views on the matter of worker
participation. Most recently, the clearest and most detailed
statement was provided by Mr.-Thomas Donahue, secretary-
treasurer of the AFL-CIO. The central points contained in
his January 1982 speech to a QWL conference are summariz-
ed below.! -

Donahue indicated to the group that, as noted above, the
Federation has no policy on quality of worklife programs

\
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and believes it is mote appropriate to leave it to each national

unjon to'chart its own course after considering the types of

employers it deals with. ' .

For strong unions, able to insist on an equal and
active voice in how the program works, or able, if
necessary, to veto actions that aim at subverting its

\ bargaining position, [QWL] isn’t an insuperable
problem. That accounts for the general azceptance
of quality of worklife programs by sucl{ dominant
.and seeure unions as.the Auto Workers, Steel
Workers, and Communications Workers. Even
they haye sometimes had to take strong action to
prevemr employers from using the programs as
conduits for company pt’opaganda in bargaining
situations.

A second keyr point stressed 'by-Donahﬁe was that while
collective bargaining will always remain an adversarial pro-
cess, i.e., the basic conflict of interests between workers and

 employers will not go away because of worker participation

Mﬂ be wished away by QWL advocates, the conflict
should be limited o the negotiation of the labor agreement.
During the period of the contract there should be room for
cooperatlon

I do believe that the adversarial role, appropriate
to the conflict of collective bargaining, ought to be
limited to the period of negotjatign—and_during
the lifetime of a contract so arrive®at, it ought to

- be replaced by a period of cooperation, aimed at
maximizing the potential success of the joint enter-
prise, i.e., the.company’s business or production.

Above all " Donahue stressed that any QWL or other

- worker participation process should be viewed as a supple-
ment to, not a replacement. for, the collectl\gg bargaining pro- .

cess—*‘the collectlve bargammg proces$ is the cornerstone to

- ‘\,
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honest labor-management cooperation.”” He also warned
against elevating QWL efforts to the status of a
“movement’”’ or a ‘‘philosophical belief.”” Instead, he
prefers to treat them for what they are—experiments design-
ed to improve productivity and quality and the satisfaction
of workers with their jobs. : '

In summary, Donahue’s approach is one of cautious skep-
ticism. He is skeptical because he recognizes that. American
employers have embraced worker participation most recently
during times of economic adversity as part of their efforts to
regain a stronger competitive position. Other employers are
using employee involvement strategies to keep unions out of
their organizations. These two-~facts are consistent with
employer behavior at earlier poihts in American ‘labor

_history—¥abor and management have banded together to
cooperate during periods of economic or military crisis only
to return to more open periods of conflict whén the crisis
eased. Thus, collective bargaining is viewed as a more flexi-
ble and appropriatessnstrument for dealing with American
employers; it allows unions to exert an independent voice for
employee interests in whatever fashion works most effective-
ly given the existing environment.

Fi‘na.llmahue noted the bigBest ‘obstacle to the
developrhent Of a more lasting form of labo)—management

cooperation in the U.S.:

I might note parenthetically that the ability of the
trade union movement as a whole to sense a part-
nership would be vastly enlarged by the elimination
by management of the ‘“Union-Free Environment”’
mentality which nowadays so apparently affects
thousands of employers, large and small, and
leaves the trade union movement embattled and
badly disposed to cooperate on the macro-
economic and political issues which could benefit
from such an approach. -
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We- [the labor movement] have Jong ™
demonstrated our willingness to join with manage-
ment in developing more prosperous communities
and in revitalizing our industries, and we’ll con-
tinue to do so. What we expect in return is & little
less short-ferm manipulation and more fidelity in
the relationship over the long haul. -

As we review the diversity of views of other national union
leaders, we will see. that despite differences of opinion on

.other matters, all are in essential accord with this basic point.

Representative Views of National Unions

We will now turn to a survey of the views and perspectives

on worker participation issues found across different na- =

” tional unions. These views are generally captured by four
different approaches which are discussed below. As il-
lustrated in figure 6-1, the contmuum of views across na-
tional unions ranges from general opposition to general en-,

dorsement of worker participation strategies. In between

these two extremes are two decentralized policies. One is a
general policy of leaving the decision of how to respond to
worker participation programs entirely to the local unions.
The other is a modified decentralized policy of leaving it up
to the locals, but providing national level staff and/or
elected leaders who both' promote the -development of

worker participagion processes-and provide expert assistance

to locals interested in implementing specific processes. .For

_—®ach of these types we will, summarize some of the ap-p

’

bﬂIFHChes of spe(:1f1(: umons
B
(Eeneral Opposmon' The Case of the IAM Y

The clearest case of\a union that is generally .opposed to
worker participation prpcesses as they are currently carried
out is the Internationil Association of Magchinists and

e
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AR , ~ Figure 6-1

. Repljgéentatlve Views of National Unions
o . J '  on Worker Participation
‘ General Opposition _ T

. 4
* outspoken critics

* resist initial involvement

* end any ongoing programs ,
* collective bargaining Is sufficient. , *
* joint committees may be acceptable

1

Decentralized Neutrality

* leave decision entirgly to local unions
* no statement of general opposition or support
_* no international staff support or leadership to interestett
. locals ’ S ! : .
. * provide locals with summaries 8f related research

>
-

Increasing Support for Worker Participation

Fi . * provide ‘locals with checklist of suggested questions fo
e ' o answer prior to start-up of project ‘
co, N - . s ‘ Ky
Decentralized Policy with National Union Support
* leave decision to local unions~
. _** promote dévelopment and provide assistance in imple-
: ‘|, .. mentation through international level staff and. leaders
" * encourage local union experimentation ' S
* no public endorsément by International president
< articulate pational promoters ;-
* letters of understanding between parties in bargaining
agreements . . " -
- v . General Endorsement - * )
| * support from the Internatigpal president § T .
* promote development and provide assistance’in implemen- 5""
~ tation through infernational level staff and leaders
* encourage’local union experimentation
Aerospace Workers glAM}._ The president of the 1AM,
: aVilliam Winpisinger, was an early outspoken critic of QWL

programs when they were first introduced into U.S:_._‘ industry

138 Qf? .
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in the early 1970s and continues to be their harshest contem-
‘porayy critic. IAM policy toward QWL -and QC programs is |
outlined in a 1982 letter from melsmger to 1AM local.
. lodges.? The letter suggests the followmg guidelines for locaks
:deaders who need to decide how to respond to QWL types of
programs in thelr plants. -

First, notify the management that mnder 1AM
policy every aspect of the employer-employee rela-
tionship is subject to negotiation through collective
bargaining.

Second, warn members to watch for dilution of
contract clauses governing job description, train-
ing, wage structure, pro.mo.tl(l)}], benefits, grievance
procedures or other factors normally decided
through collective bargaining.

Third, 'set up a watchdog comrmttee within the
lodge to monitor quality of worklife committees.

Fourth, keep Grand Lodge informed- of your ex-
periences with quality of worklife programs.

A discussion with George Poulin, general v1ce—pre51dent of
the IAM, further clarified the ﬁematmnal s policy toward
worker participation.” The umdtl's “first preference would be
for its members and local deaders ot to get involved in these
programs in the first place and to bring an end to them where
they have started. The IAM-believes that it has not seen any
issues raised by QWL"prOénams which cannot be effectively
dealt with through collective bargaining.

1f the participation effort continues to exist in an 1AM
fdcility, its representatives are advised to proceed as follows;

1. Guarantees should be obtained that the process will not
in any way circumvent the :negotiations jprocess or the
- collectjve bargaining agreement. -

L}

165




160 Views from the Top

2. Union stewards should participate and be involved in all

“discussions of the QWL groups and play a watchdog

role to insure the agreement or the rights of any workers
are not vrolated

3. No workers should, be laic[ off as a result of recommen- .

dations or decisions of the participation process.

4. Management should agrée to negotiate all aspects of the

issues discusséd in the participation process. That is, if
the union agrees to open itself up to discussions that

may introduce changes in practices withifi the bargain- -

ing unit, then management should also be willing to
discuss aspects of issues_ that traditionally have been
treated as managerial prerogatives.

This fourth condition is a key to understanding the views
of the JAM. In contrast to its stated opposition to QWL pro-
grams, this union has been a leader in calling for full joint
discussions of the use of new technglogy. It has proclarmed a
‘““Workers’ Technology Bill of Rights’’ for,the* mtqoductron
of new technology, reproduced in flg'ureB%
central points contained in this statement on technology is
that employers and union representatives should consult on

all aspects of the decision to introduce new technology from_

the earliest stage of the employer’s decisionmaking process.
Thus, the IAM is not opposed to union-employer joint pro-
grams per se. Instead, it supports joint discussions which it
believes allow the union to patticipate as a full joint partner
in all aspects of the issues involved.

Poulin summarized another important reason for the
IAM’s general 0pposrt-10n to cooperative programs with
employers:

asically, the whole issue comes down to one
440rd recognition. Employers can’have it either
way but they can’t walk down both sides of the

s
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~aisle. If they want cooperation, they have to be
willing to fully accept unions. On the other hand, if
they want to engage in a ten to fifteen-year fight to «
see who comes out on top, theéy can have that too.
But we cannot help them to .destroy us stowly. by
cooperating in specific plants while they screw us
out of others. The day that the employers in this,
country truly accept the right of unions to exist we
will_see more changes than anyone could ever
believe. "L ‘ 5

Our problem is that there is always a hidden
agenda [in the minds of employers]. Employers
have trained us well to know this. They were our
teachers and we have learned this lesson again and
again over the years in the school of hard-knocks.

The IAM strategy toward QWL and related workplace
cooperative efforts is part 6f the union’s larger industrial

strategy for revitalizing American industry and reforming

national economic policy. For example, Winpisinger’s com-
ments on the viability of business-labor-government
cooperative efforts at the national level of the economy are
fully consistent with the IAM policy ~toward joirt
cooperative efforts with specific employers at the workplace:

Since [European style] social-contract systems
work elsewhere and our employers profitably live
with them in other countries where they invest, we .,
can demand no less here in America. This is where
the discussion of cooperation must begin. In
plainer words, the¢ business community and the

~ Government must call off their antiunion and an-
" tisocial dogs. It is unreasonable to expect coopera-
‘tion on the part of workers in the workplace, only

- tq find a management, in complicity with Govern-
- ment, stabbing them in the back and cutting the
" safety net out from under them in the policy out-

o "
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“side the plant gate or office. Cooperation'requires
good faith on the part of all parties. It is a two-way

" street. S ‘ |
|
Figure 6-2
lnternational Association of Machinists Statement
' on Workers’ Technology Bill of Rights

) Arnend National Labor Relations Act, Railway Lal)of Act, and other ap-
propriate acts,to declare national policy through a new Technology Bnll
of Rights:

I. New T‘échnology shall be used “in a way that does not decrease
jobs, but creates or maintains jobs and promotes community-
wide and national full employment. .

I1. “Unit cost savings and labor productivity gains resulting from the
use of New Technology shall be shared with production workers *
at the local level and shall not be permmed to accrue solely for the
gain of capltal management and shareholders. .

Increased Ielsure time resulting from New Technology shall result
in no loss of real income or decline in-living standards. ’

[11. Since the greater part of local, state and national tax revenues
come from taxes on labor, communities and the nation have the
. right to require employers to pay a Robot Tax, as a replacement ’
, tax, on all machinery, equipment, and production systems that
dnsplace workers and cduse unemployment

1V. New Technology shall improve the condmons of work and sKall
enhance and expand the opportunities for knowledge skills and e
compensation of workers. Displaced workers shall not be penahz— ) &
ed with loss of i income and shall be enutled to tralnmg and retrain-
ing. ' ~ L

Vi, Nﬁv T echnology shall be used to develop the fl‘s industrial base

“consistent with the Full Employment goal, before it is licensed or
exported abroad. . - .

V1. New Technology shall be evaluated in terms of workers’ safety ™
and health and shall not be destructive of the workplace.environ. ke
ment, nor shall it be used at the expense of the community’s
natural environment. o
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VII. Workersathrough their trade unions and bargaining units, shall
have an abjolute right to participate in all phases of management
deliberationsand decisions that lead or could lead to thé’introduc-

N tion of New Technology or the changing of the workplace system
design, work processes and procedures for doing work, including
the shutdown or transfer or work, capital, plant and equipment.

VIII. Workers shall have the right to monitor control room centers and
control stations and the New Technology shall not be used to
monitor, measure or otherwise control the work practices and
work standards of individual workers, at the point of work.

IX. Storage of an individual worker’s personal data and information
file by the employer shall be tightly controlled and the collection
and/or release and dissemination of information with respect to
race, religious or political activities and  beliefs, records of
physical and mental health disorders and t%atments, records of
arrests and felony charges or convictions, in&qrmation concerning
sexual preferences and conduct, information concerning internal
and private family matters, and information regarding an in-
dividual’s financial condition or credit worthiness shall not be
permitted, except in rare circumstances related to health, and then
only after consultation with a family or union-appointed physi-

' cian, psychiatrist or member of the clergy.

The right of the individual worker to inspect his or her own per-
sonal data file shall at all times be absolute and open to him or
her. '

X. When the New Technology is employed in the production of
military goods and services, workers, through their trade union
and bargaining agent, have a right to bargain with management
over the establishment of Alternative Production Committees,
which shall design\ways to adopt that technology to socially-
useful production and products in the civilian sector .of the
economy, -

SOURCE: Let’s Rebuild America, International Association of Machinists, 1983, Appen-
dix B. ’
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Decentralized Neutrality

Perhaps the dominant national union strategy toward
worker partrcrpatron can be described as decentralized
neutrality. That is, while national leaders speak out from
time to time for or against QWL or other worker participa-
tion effoyts, each local of the national union is left to decide
generally on its own, in accordance with its own needs and
preferences, how to respond to employer initiatives in this
area. Under .this strategy\ no high ranking national union

* leaders or staff specialists are identified as public supporters .~

of worker participation and no._staff specialists are as’s‘igne'd-_
specific responsibility for encouraging locals to. get mvolVed.'
in Jomt efforts or assisting them when the issue’ c()mes up.

Some of the unions that follow thrs genuinely neutral and_
decentralized strategy have provided locals with summaries

. of research on participation. The IUE for example, has

“done this. The guidelines thatts local unions are encouraged
follow are reproduced in figure 6-3 for local unions.

ther unions suc% the Allied Industrial Workers (AIW)
’ﬁ\ro ide locals with a checklist of suggested questions to ask
selfand the employer before embarking on a )omt program

~ (see flgl\re 6- 4)

Many\of the unions that follow this strategy of decen-
tralized neutrality, such as the IUE, the AIW, and the
UFCW, deéal with a large and very diverse range of
employers nape of which employ a majority of the national
union’s membegs. For this reason, it is difficult for national
union leaders to announce one single policy that fits each
situation. What sets these unions apart from the IAM on the ~
one hand, and the ukions that will be classified in thé two re-
maining categories oh the other, is that they have neither
stated a general opposition to workplace level participation,
nor provided international staff support or leadership to’

locals that show an intéfes‘t_ in pursuing a joint program.
5. - . -.\\‘ 1
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IUE Guldelines “for Local Union Participation ™
“in Quality Ci(cles

] -

L, Go'slowly. Make sure the Quality Ctrcleidea' is not just-a gimmick of ,
management to improve its pwn position. Make sure, too, that-union - T
membershlp knows what Quaglity Circles are- desngned to accompllsh

- 2. ‘Be sure the umon is an equal partner in the Quality. Clrcle prbgram ‘In .
this waly, the union can insure that its interests and thqmterests oths _—
members are protected and respected : .- . T,

.0

3. Be sure that'any management mmatton of Quality Clrcles can dehver
fop management support-=and that means demanding nleetings with }
top management. Upion leadershtp dqes not want to go out ona limb 5
with its membership and endorse something that is later discontinued. s

Loy >
-» 4. Get assurance that the Circle will not be involved with conditions of P
' employment and work which is provided for in the terms of the collec- °
tive bargaining agreement. One way of i msurmg this is to make certain -

that Quality Circle facilitators and leaders are adequately and proper- T
ly trained. y . ¢ B
5. To protgct its membership, upions must get some guarantee that the - ! _
- implepdentation of Quality Circles does not eliminate jobs. These
N guarantees should be put in writing : . : N

X : )
: 6..Unions must be assured that ‘the adoptton of Qu{lhty Circles does not’ X
turn into a speed-up. ~ . P

7. Umons must insist that management maintains a balance between the ° ..
two aims of the program: management,beneflts and worker benefits. - | .o

8. Unions must insist that savings resulting from the Circles must be
shared with employees. Unions need to ask: ‘
* Are savings bemg used to improve the company’ '3 operation? .
* Are savings going to be ret:&‘ed to thé workers in |mpr0ved bene- -
fits ’

Once' the Quality Circle is set in motion, the union must: _ * e N

* Insist workers who take trme off for Quality Circles be paid for
that time. .

v * Keep workers fully informed on all activities beginning with the -~
“ first meeting !'with managements

~
* Insist on union representation at evefy Circle.
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* Provide initially for access to company data. \ : L .

* Make certain there is an organized evaluation system to see if the
program is serving its agreed-upon purpose.

- * Make sure there is a clear understanding of operanonal procedures
~— -on both sides. : o

* Commumcatlon is the most important ingredient.

’ * One suggestion has been that the union start with a survey of the
membership to determine heir needs and interests.

* Another is to get an agre

ent to periods of discussion on the
proposed program, x

_* A third is to insist that bulletin boards be placed throughout
the plant to post-exclusively what is developmg (or taking place)
within Quality Circles. L

> And, finally,"tocal unions should keep their Internationals informed of

' the establishment of Quality Circles so that the Union can keep track of,
Vo as well as dé);elop an atialysis of, the impact of these on its members.

-

SOURCE: “dunllty of Worknr‘g Life Outline,’’ International Union of Electrical, Radio
! and iﬂchmc Workers, mtcrnnl documeént, no date. g

\ ' ..

“ | .

-
A

g
1

1
e,

el




S §
' Views from theTop 167

“

Figure 6-4 "

Alliedl Industrial Workers Checklist on Quality Circles

Some Important Questions to Ask |
Regarding the Implementation and Operation
of Quality Control Circles at Your Plant

1. Prior History o

A.

Prior to the introduction of a Quality Control Circ¢le program -

at your location, was your relationship with the Company
cooperative? ~—— ‘ ¢

Did the Company propose language for economic conces-

sions during the last round of negotiations?

.

Did the Company try to settle most grievances at the lower

steps of the grievancehproceduré or force most to the final
b . x

step?

Prior to initiating QCCs did the Compariy participate on any

joint committees with the Union, for example, & joint health

and safety committee?

I1. Program Introduction’

A.
B.
C.
D.

1

E.

111 lmplementaili'on‘ and Operati;)n

A.

Was the QCC program discussed with local Union officers
prior to being announced to the general membership?

How miuch information- did the Company give the Union

rior to‘| introducing the program? /
P P |

! . !
Was theLocal Union involved in discussions to determine the -
Drigrity problems which would be addressed by the QCCs?

. / .
Was the Union involvedgn the initial QCC orientation pro-
gram?’ T ’

Was_the Union involved in discussing the procedures that ~
- would be adoptedl in order to implement the program?

Is the Union officially represe'nte-d on the QCC Steering Com-
mittee? ' ' .

Are there an equal number of labor and mapagement

representatives on the Steering Committee?
Is the Union involved as an equal partner in each Circle orien-
tation program?

@
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1V. Program Evaluation

A.

D.

Prior to the introduction of QCC did the Company provide
the Union with a statement, with supporting data, as to the
problems they were trying to solve"

Has there been any discussion between the Company and the )

Union as to how the program will be evaluated? That is, how
will success or failure be measured?

Is the Union involved in the evaluation procedure and receiv-
ing all material related to the evaluation?

Does the Umon receive minutes of all CerlC and Steerm'
Committee meetings and related correspondence? .

V. Impact on Collective Bargaining

A.

Is there a written agreement betwgen the Company and the
Loca] Union which specifies that the-©CC program will not
deal with subjects covered by the Collecfive Bargaining agree-
ment? ¢ - . -

Has there been any noticeable change in management’s
behavior in handling gnevances?

Has there been a declme in grievance acuvuy since the in-
troduction of the Quality, Circle ptogram?.

Will the introduction, of this Quahty Cirgle program pose any
problems for your next round of negotiations?

Is there the potential that the introduction of a Quality Con-
trol Cirele program will interfere with the administration of
the Collective Bargaining agreement? -

V1. Union Management Cooperation

A. During the implementation of the QCC program did the locﬁ/

_propose any changes in the workplace which would sol
“some of its problems?

B. ‘What are some of the local issues which you feel could be pro-

posed to management as an. indicator of management’s
‘“‘cooperative spirit?’’

SOQURCE: Rescarch Department, Allied Industrial Workers, 1983. “\
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Decentralized Policy with
National Union Support ,

A third group of unions, most notably the UAW aind the,
USW, encourage local union experimentation with worker
participation and have one or more high level iriternational
union leaders- and/or staff representatives who serve as ac-
tive promoters and supporters of such efforts. However, .
public endorsement of participation stops short of the office
of the international president of these unions. To understand
the nature of the support provided by gese unions, we will
review in,some detail the history of the roles of worker par-
ticipation in the UAW and the USW.

The UAW. The earliest articulate spokesman er QWL
programs w1thm the labor movement was Irving Bluestone, E
who served, until his retirement:in 1979, as the UAW vice- :
president for the General Motors Department. Bluestone  * -
was the driving force’ behind the negotiation of the first
QWL clause to be included in a national level bargaining
agreement. Largely at his insistence, the following letter -of
understanding was appended to the 1973 agreement between |
the UAW and General Motors: . }

In discussions prior to the opening of the current -
ynegotiations for a new collective bargaining agree- | _
ment, General Motors Corporation and the UAW | ?'
gave recognition to the desirability of mutual effort
to improve the quality of work life for, the
employees. In consultation with Union represen-
tatives, certain projects have been undertaken by
management in the field of organizational develop-
ment, involving the participation of represented .
employees. These and other projects and ex-
periments which may be undertaken'in the future
are designed to improve the quality of work life,
thereby advantaging the worker by making work a :

) / , ‘ ’ R : . . . -—"‘{}?
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more satisfying experience, advantaging the Cor-
poration by leading to a reduction in employee
absenteeism "and turngver, and advantaging the
consumer through improvement in the quality of

~ the products manufactured.

As a result of these eatlier discussions and fur-
ther discussions during the course of the current
negotiations for a new collective bargaining agree-
ment, the parties have decided that a Committee to
Improve the Quahty of Work Life composed of
representatives of the International Union and
General Motors will be established at the national
level. ‘

This Committee will meet perrodrcally and have
responsibility for:

FC
«

l.Reviewing and evaluating programs of the

Corporation which involve 1mpr0vmg the
work environment of employees represented
by the UAW, _

2. Developing experiments and projects in that
~ area.. '
3. Maintaining records of 1ts meetmgs, de]rbera—

“tions and all experrments and evaluatrons it
conducts. :

4. Making reports to the Corporation and the
Union on the results of its activities. -

5. Arranging for any outsrde counselling which 1t ,

feels is necessary or desirable with the expenses

thereof to be shared equally by the Corpora- ‘

tion and the Union.

The Corporatr(fn agrees to request and en-
courage its plant managements to cooperate in the
& - .
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conduct of such experiments and projects, an(f Y,
* recognizes that cooperatlon}y its plant floor super-
vision i§ essential to success of this program.

The Unidn agrees to request and encigura'ge its -
- members and their Jocal union representatives to
cooperate in such” experiments and projects, and
recognizes that the benefits which can flow to
employees as a result of successful experimentation -
is dependent on the cooperation and participation
of those employees and the local union represen-
tatives.’ :

Since the signing of .this agreement in 1973, the UAW- and
General Motors have participated in an ongoing QWL pro-
gram and have carried out the intent of this letter. by en--
couraging the development of QWL programs throughout
GM plants. Bluestone served as the key union proponent for
QWL and advisor to the local unions as they embarked on
their own experiments. Although the same basic letter of
agreement and national committee structure were included in”
the Ford and Chrysler agreements with the UAW, Chrysler
has yet to actively embark on a vigorous joint participation

~ effort with the UAW. Ford and the UAW only began im-
plementing this language since 1979, when Donald Ephlin
became UAW vice-president for the Ford Department (see
chapter 3). Thus, the UAW is an example of-a major na-
tional union that has encouraged the spread of worker par-
ticipation projects from the top levels of the union.

Still, . however, none of the three UAW presidents who
held office from.1973 to the present time (Leonard Wood-
cock, Douglas Fraser, and Owen Bieber) have taken the lead
as the spokesman for the desirability of part|c1pating in joint .

* workplace participation programs. Instead, they ilave left it _—
to the international v1ce—presndents such as BMcstone and
Ephlin, to serve as the union’s publicly- recogmzed pro-
ponents of this concept. A recent statement of Bliiestone’s to

L
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a GM-UAW plant QW L team perhaps best captures his per-
' sonal views and the views of the UAW as expressed over the
, years by these two v1ce—pre31dents

In my thirty-eight years with the UAW I par-
ticipated in countless hard core bargaining sessions
. with General Motors Corporation at both the na-
tional level and the local plant level. The collective
bargaining relationship in the U.S. is characterized
by-an adversarial climate, strong debate. over highly
controversial issues, andl occasional crises. In the
years ahead the advcrsarlal aspects of labor-
management relationships will no doubt continue
to play a significant role in advancing the standard
of living of workers and their families in improving
the working conditions. :

It is equally true, however, that a vast. array of
" subjects related to managing the work: place and
managing’ the enterprise are, indeed, not adver-
sarial in nature, but are subject to joint problem-
solving efforts as matters of common and mutual
concern. As to these issues the negotiating parties
have a stake in undertaking, jointly, initiatives
‘which are de31gned to achieve mutually desirable
objectives. oo :

SoI'Ving problems at the work place should not lie
- solely in the domain of managerial prerogatives. In
. fact, in its practlcal application, problem solving
o~ ~ must be rooted in a process which affords workers
\\ : the opportunity for meanmgful participation in the
' ‘ - decision-making process. In this sense, ‘‘improving
the quality of work life’’ represents a further step
toward fulflllment of a persistent, historic objective
of unionism: to bring, to the extept feasible,
democratic values and procedures into the work
place.*

(VI L T T T T T A A R RN,
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In this same speech, Bluestone went on to state, as other )
union leaders have who are more skeptical of_QWL, that
‘there will always be a need for collective bargaining. He went
farther, however, than most other labor leaders are yet will-
ing to go, by endorsing the notion that under appropriate cir-
cumstances QWL prdcesses. should. be allowed to modify
.terms qf the collective bargaining process, and mdeed serve
as the avenue by which changes in the basic terms of the
employment contract are arrived at.

Unions have and will always have the legal and

] sibility to protect fairly and ag-
gressively the rrghts of their members. There will be
a contm urng need 'to utilize a grievance procedure
and engage in collective. bargaining negotiation.
--The representation colle¢tive bargaining role of the

union -cannot be jeopardized. X '

This is not)td say that collective bargaining
agreements cannot be gltered to meet mutually,
desirable objectives of the QWL process, subject of

', ~« course ‘to the bargalnmg process and membership
ratification. At Livonia, (a Cadillac engine plant) .
for example, the tradrtlonal wage and classification
structure was altered to accommodate the pay-for-
knowledge wage system. I expect-the natural pro-
gression will lead .to -gain-sharing programs, in
which the workers receive financial or other
benefits as thelr fair share in the 1mproved perfor-
mance. of the enterprise. :

'3

-

This is more than a subtle dlfferenCe from the statemeifits
of other-labor leaders. It recognizes that QWL efforts can
evolve into more than a supplement to collective bargaining

- and not always remain totally subservient_to the terms of the
bargaining agresment. In ‘this - view, worker participation

process¥s can-serve: oyer time as vehicles for proposing major d

modrﬁéatrons in the bargammg agreement The only cen-

‘
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straint is that any actual changes in the agreement must be
negotiated and approved, as would any other modification.

The Bluestone/Ephlin UAW view of the role of werker
participation has expanded in another important way. No
Jonger is QWL, or Employee Involvement (EI) as it is called
at Ford, viewed as an isolated experiment limited only to the
workplace level of the bargaining relationship. Instead, in-
volvement of workers and their employers af the local level is
viewed as an integral piece of the larger company and union
effort to return the Amen%czin automobile industry to a posi-
tion of competitiveness, profitability, and growth. At Ford,
for example the EI process is only the most micro part of an
integrated. set. of struttures and practices for information
sharing and consultation at the plant- and company-wide

~levels of .the bargaining relationship. It was the positive ex-

periences with the workplace level EI processes at Ford be- ‘
tween 1979 and 1982 that set the stage for the 1982 Ford-

~UAW agreement that provided for these higher levels of con-

sultation as well as expanded'joint efforts at retraining and
efforts to negotiate pilot employment guarantee programs in
selected plants. *

The USW. Like the UAW, the WSW international office
has been actively promoting the diffusion of worker par-
ticipation processes (cdlled Labor-Management Participa-
tion Teams or LMPTs) since the signing of the 1980 bargain-
ing agreement with major employers in the steel industry (see
chapter 3). Responsibility for encouraging and monitoring
the development of LMPTSs is assigned at the national level
of the USW to Mr. Sam Camens, spe ial assistant to the
president. Like Bluestone, Camens sees w kplace participa-
tion teams as. a logical.step toward the deve '
fledged mdustrlal democgaty.’.

~ He also sees' the LMPT experlments as the first step in an

"~ evolving process that will eventually modify the basic nature

5
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of the employment relationship and the role of management,

. unions, and workers.

and as we will see shortly, Glen Watts at the CWA»—belleves o

o

I tell companies don’t start this pr(? &ss %-you _

think you can stop it. By that I mean the process
takes on a life and a direction of its own and will in-
crease the interest of workers in participation as
they get experience with it. It also helpsTo cut out a
lot of the red tape and standardization and
bureaucratization within management.

It-has to be a cultural change. 1 don’t think
enough people understandgehat labor-management
participation is all about. It is not simply labor-
manpagement cooperation or collaboration. If
that’s what people think it is it won’t amount to
anything. We might get to more collaboration.and
caoperation through participation but the basic
thing that participation must do is to break down
the barriers between workers and supervisors and
the rest of management. Unless this is treated%s a
cultural change it will not work. It also has to be'a
part of a trade union’s strategy—part of the drive
for union and worker democracy. It has to be part
of our strategy to stem the losses of young
members. '* :

Thus, Camens—Ilike Bluestone and Ephlin at the UAW,

worker participation must become part of “the overall

strategy of the labor movement for. reformmg the employ- .

ment relationship and for organizing new-union members.
Yet, these beliefs still constitute a minority view within both
the UAW and the USW. They have not been publicly’em-.
braced by the presidents of either the USW- or the UAW, nor .
have they ‘been officially built into the general pOlle"'
statements of either union. The USW, forexample, formally

-endorsed the use of LMPTs for *‘distressed”’ indu‘stries,_and .

oo
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firms (i.e., those in serious éconondic trouble and in need, of
cpoperatrve efforts from the umonand the workers to regam L
: \ competmve health), but it chose to’ leave any mention of
: worker participation out- of - its statement of bargammg‘ T
“priorities for firms and )ndﬁstrles not chrrently in financial ;
“trouble,. Lynn Williams, .secretary/treasurer -of the USW.”"
stated the current. v1ews of ‘leaders w1thin this union as
. follows: _—_—

\- the majority of the people in.th.'e,union still
. see [worker participation] as a strategy for helping
Mlose companies in erisis and do not see it as a .
_ natural parf of an overall strategy for healthy situa-
CL - (tions This point ‘of view probably captures the .
position of most of our top leaders. Our leadership - -
in- gengral is’ very ‘supportive of the concept of
labor- “management participation teams because of \
the severe crisis. :

There is another group within the unien that 15 A
very supportiye- “of -the concept of labor- B
_management paftticipation in genera]. This group - ce
has a long history wrthrp the Steelworkers. One can ‘
go back to the days of Phillip Murray (the. first

., president of the Steelworkers) and find a statement
of his thaf eﬁ‘_dorseq-uworker Q“articipatiqn as his
program for economic recovery. The Scanlon Plan .
came out of the Steelw0rkers David- MacDonald
was an active supporter of hyman relations and .
labor-management cooperation. 1.W. Abel endors- "
ed and supported the- cohgept of productivity and
job” security ct)mmrttees and Jornt effo{ts at the
plant level. AR o ‘

A .

Fmally, there is a third group ‘that s extremely . Lo
committed to the congept. of worker participation . ;)\
as a means of extending industrial democracy to the ,. . ﬁh :

-
&
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American, workplace Sam . Camen& best reflects
this point of view w1thm our union. °

L 3

My own view is that there” will always be two
elements to the,role of unions. One is t& help in-
crease the size of the pie and the other i is to use col-
lective bargammg to divide up the pie. Traditional- . .,
ly, the union has approachgd this first task mostly
at the very macro levels of the economy through ity
political lobbying and support for national policy:
that will proQote the growth of the American steel
- - industry. The tri-partite steel committee that was

active durmg the Carter Admmlstsayon is an exam-

ple of this.'I see the labor-management participa-

tion teams at the plant level as the enterprise

counterpart efforts_to increase thé size of the pie.

~ Over the long run I think ‘these two functions will
it together -comfor(ably in the umon s strategy.'!

Ih summary, both the USW and the UAW have articulate’ ,

national ‘promoters of worker part1c1pat10n In both c¢ases,
-howeyver, the spokesmeg are one step removed from the of-
fice of the imternational union president. Both unions also
have assigned ‘national level staff people to assist locals in
developing partnclpatlon pf'ograms and have put cqn—
siderable resources of the national union® into training its
staff and supporting local union participation activities.

Support l‘from the Presifle‘nr:“T he CWA . .

" At this point in. time, only oné president of a major interna-
~ tional unioh has publicly gdne on record as supportmg the ™
,mtroductxon of worker participation effofts as an integral - -
part of the umor;jniong—mn strategy. Glen Watts, presidént -

of the CWA, surfmarized his views and thé posture of the
CWA /iit'a recent speech to a national conference on ]abor-\
mapagement cooperatlon ’

~
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. . aspects of QWL are seen by many in the . -
labor movement as a threat. But: others—and I m— \ %,
. clude myself among them—see it as offerlng a-great
opportunity to extend the reach of collective
bargaining. ' ~ : ' \

Labor is concerned with the development of
democracy in industry. The collective bargaining AN
process will always be the foundation of industrial ™.
_democracy; but QWL givés us the tools to burld )

~ higher-than we ever have before. . -

< <

. collective bargalmng has not been weaken- o N
ed. We work on the traditional issueés.of wages and
A basic worklng condition$ just as we always have.

But through QWL, we are extending our in-
fluence into the murky territory of ‘‘management’
prerogatives,”’ help-to-shape management prac-
tices and policies while they are belng formed’

. rather than after the fact

In the long run, I believe this cannot help but
strengthen the union. That is why we have commit- - .
ted significant resources and effort to QWL.!?

Like his more skeptical colleagues within the labor move-

N ment, Watts recognizes that many employers and some con-

sultants use QWL as strategies for avoiding or undermining

unions. He likewise condemns thé us¢ of participation

Strategies for these purposes. However, he favors a different
response than ﬁme to this tactical use of QWL: -

Q

- Now 1 want to come "back for a moment to the
v ‘other kind of QWL—the gimmicky type—the kind ,
that aims at narrow productivity goals or undercuts
unions. What should Labor’s stand be toward
L these? ‘ \ : -

' R .
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I don’t think it is sufficient to stand on the
sidelines and attack: management’s motives. That
strategy puts unions on-the defensive and-makes’
management appear more concerned about
workers than we are. ’

... our experience, alo‘i‘rg with that of the
UAW and the Steelworkers has provided us a new
strategy.

 We have a way of telling’' good programs from®.
bad progralns We can offer our own’Labor model
of a good QWL process as a challenge to manage-
ment. We khow that a good workér participation
process mvolves some basic elements, which I will
repeat:

1. Protectron of worker ~r1ghts, especrally the
rights to.]ob security and voluntary partlclpa-
tion. - | .

2.Separat1¢n of COlleCthC bargalntng from-m
QWL. |

3. Full equ;llrty between Wnion and management

4. The go: 1 of a better working life for all—not
just hig) r productivity for the company.

N Watts endegd. ll1s statement on QWL with a cdmment that .
. 15 identical tq the views articulated by the le of the”

IAM—a union fat the other end of the continuum fsupport
- for current fon;ms of worker partncrpatlon

There has tp be a greater acceptance of unions.
The buglness ommunity cannot ask for coopera- -
tion on/the ofie hand, and conduct antl union war-

. fare wlth the other.

Severalémternal union documents further spell out the
CWA’s ¢

“ : . a 4

o

ort range, intermediate, armd long rang'e strategies .

.
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for worker participation.'> Key~excerpts from a  report

prepared by the CWA researctht:tff are reproduced below, ‘

-since they illustrate one uniQn’s. views of how worker par-
¥ ticipation might be linked to 1ts broader representational

strategies. and activities. "

5 CWA entered into the Quality-of Work Life pro-

©  cess¢ with®AT&T last year for one immediate .
reason: to help reduce job pressures among our
membership. . . . The Union, gcognized that -this -
problem could not be dealt with effectively by col
lective bargaining al the cooperative QWL
strategy was an attempt 0" approach it in a new
way.

At the same time€, the QWL effort can be seen in,

a broader ‘context as just one of a number of routes

* : by which the Union has tried to 1ncreasc its role in

' managerlal pladning. As the pace of change
quickens, we have found too often that once the .

" Company-has made a decision it is too lateCtFO re- ..
spond effectively. Increasmgly it appears that we
need to be inon the ground floor'if we are to have a
real effect.

’ , Strategy: The Short Range

} Between now [Decefnber, 1981] and the 1983 «
\/ contract [negotiations] the strategy‘goal should be
to establish ‘‘“model”’ workforce teams to-explore
the potential of the QWL process. . .

The Middle Range“’t

. The second phase of QWL develop-

- ‘ment—perhaps the two contracts after 1983—\711]
present two major strategic issues. The first is cen-

. solidating QWL as a part of normal management

and Union ﬁperatmg style.- The second is tymg

o

~
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QWL into the lérger«attempt to expand the Union’s
role in managerial planning. . . .

The Long Range

In the long run the strategic goal should be to
develop the Union as the representative of workers -
in all phases of management decision-making. . . .
The CWA recogﬁizt{t{ftﬂzhe QWL efforts may evolve in
a variety of different ways and will be shaped by forces that
are only partially Within the control of the union. This union
has, however, gone farther than any other in attempting to
chart a strategy for shaping this evolution and making

worker participation an integral part of its strategy for
representing current and future members. - .

Summary

A
to

On one key issue there is unanimity within.the American
labor movement—the need for employers to accept the
legitimacy of unions at the American-workplace in order for

"QWL or other forms of worker participation to survive over
time. What differs, as the statements contained in this
chapter demonstrate, are views on the extent to which unions
should take the offensive by cooperating with employers
‘who do accept the basic right of unions to exist m current
and future workplaces. Nationtal union-leaders differ as to ,

. whether unions should take a defensive posture while waiting
‘for a more general acceptance of unions by employers and
within the larger political and social community before en--
dorsing workplace participation efforts. » '

Beyond this basic point, the remaining differences describ-
-ed in this chapter come down to the questions of how high a
priority currént worker participation efforts should be given
on the agenda of;the American ldbor movement and how
much top level union leaders should assert the lead in endors-

>
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ing and promoting the concept of worker participation.
Ultimately, the strategic question comes down to whether it
is better for the labor movement to be viewed as a cautious

“and skeptical watchdog or limited participant in employer-
" initiated palthlpathn efforts, or whether it would be betfer

for the movement to be viewed as an’ equal partner with
management, and even the initiator and driving force for
worker participation. Unions must decide whether worker
participation can énhance the effectiveness of their represen-
tational role at the workplace and eventually be used as a
means of enhancing industrial democracy within American
society. In our final chapter, we will attempt to spell out in
more detail some of the consequences of these different
strategies for the American labor movement, ,

S

- NOTES

1. The following summary and excerpt are taken from Thomas R.

—

I

Donahue, ‘‘Labor Looks at Quality of Worklife Programs,’” an address -

to the Labor Relations Research Center, Umversny of Massachusetts ay
Amberst, January 7, 1982.

2. William melsmger, ““Job Enrichment: A Union View,” Monthly
Labor Review 96 (April 1973), pp. 54-56. "

3. Letter from William Wix@pisinger to 1AM Local Lodges, April 16,

1982. ) B . \/

4. Personal interview, April 7, 1983. -
5. ““A Workers’ Technology Bill of Rights’” in Let’s Rebuild America,

* International Association of Machinists, 1983, Appendix B.

6. William Winpisinger, *“Who it Takes to Tango,”” New York Times,
op/ed page, November 15, 1981.

7. Letter of Understandmg appended to the 1973 General Motors-UAW
national agreement quoted from Irving H. Siegel and Edgar Weinberg,
Labor-Management Cooperation (Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn In-
stitute for Employment Research, 1982), pp. 272-273.

A

8. Speech by Irving Bluestone to a labor and management group at the
Cadillac Engine-Plant in Livonia, Michigan, 1982’
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9. For a description of Sam Camens’ views on the role of worker par-

"ticipation in the steel industry, see his statement to the U.S. House of

Representatives' Subcommittee on Oversight and’ lnvestlgatlons April
23, 1982. . ,

10. Personal interview with Sam Camens, Janudry 12 1982.
11. Personal interview with Lynn Williams, January 13, 1982.

12. Glenn E. Watts, ‘‘Quality of Work Life,”’ speech delivered to a Na-
tional Labor-Management Conference, Washington, DC, September 9,
1982. Excerpts reproduced here are taken from Rerspective (Fort
Washington, PA.-Labor Relations Preés, 1982), Pp. 1-128 and 1-129.

13. The excerpts quoted in the text are from Ronnie J. Straw, Charles C
Heckscher, and Lisa Williamson, ‘‘Quality of Work' Life: Strategy for
Development,”” Internal Report of the Research’ Department of the
CWA, December 8, 1981. Material from this report can also be found in

chapter 6 of ““QWL and Participation in Decision Making,’’ a report of

the CW A Bargaining Council for 1983 negotiations.
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| Chapter 7

~ . Conclusions
~and Implications

«

Y

The data presented in the preceding chapters suggest there
is strong potential for worker participation .processes as
judged by the degree of interest union members expressed in

‘gaining greater ‘say over decisions affecting l;he;r jobs.

However, only some of these processes -were succegsful in

.achieving s1gmf1cant 1mprovements in worker rnfluence and
in union.member evaluatlon of their lodal union perfor— -

mance Those that were most successful wel: -ones in which

the union served as a full joint partner in the process, actual

changes were made in the organization of work which
enhanced employment security and improved the economic

‘performance of the firm, and union leaders were able to link

their support“of QWL to their lard@r collective bargammg
and representatronal strategres : :

-Union mvolvementjm work,er participation has led to im-

)

4

r

pdrtant positive effects for union leaders and their ‘organiza- -~

tions. Specifically, local leaders report that théir relations

. with mandgement representatives and supervisors have im-

ptoved. Training union acfivists to serve as QWL facilitators
has produced new leadership skills and enhanced problem-

“solying without ]eopardlzmg the grievance process. ‘On the

other hand, there is* no ev1dence that. worker partrclpgtnon'
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processes increased membe_rship attachment to unions or in-

" volvement in local union affairs. The case - studies

demonstrated that worker participation processes. tend to g0

through a natural cycle. Following an initial skepticism on - |

the part of mémbers and-many local officers, a period of en-

plateauing of: interest” and support within the broader

* membership of the local union. Whether the process survives

this critical testing period depends on the ability of the
employer to achieve tangible improvements in economic per-
formance-and the ability of the union to link its support for
worker participation to its broader bargaining objectives in
representing the bread and butter interests and needs of its
members.

Thus,” the central implication of this research is that for
worker participation processes to survive the economic and
political obstacles they encounter over time, each party must
see these processes as contributing to their separate economic
and organizational interests. While improvements in the
psychological rewards-workers derive from their jobs are
necessary conditions for success, psychologlcal rewards
alone do not appear to be sufficient to maintain the commit-

‘ment of management, the union and its leaders, or rank and

file workers. . .
. ,
Implications for the Labor Movement
These concluslons imply that rather than adopting a
uniform position for or against worker" partlclpatlon on

some philosophical ground, union leaders need to think

participation to be in thie interests of their m&hbers and the

steps needed to link' these processes to the union’s broader ‘
" strategies for 1mpr0vmg the effectnveness of its bargammg

relatlonshlp ’ ' -

A

191 °

‘thusiasm and support tends to occur among those gaining ex- - f
- perience with participation.” This is often followed by a

__.strateglcally about’the conditions that must exist for worker

o
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Issues Facing Local Union Leaders

The ultimate choice of whether or not to actively support
the development of a worker participation process in a

~specific plant, offite, or worksite can best be made by local -

union leaders based on a consideration of the need for
change in their bargaining relationship and the viability of

some form of worker participation as a partial solution to

their problems. At least three conditions are necessary to
make union support viable: the employer must accept the
~ legitimacy of the union, top management must be deeply

committed to supporting the process and there must be a

viable economic future for the plant.

Management Acceptance of Unions. Clearly, if union
~ leaders believe the employer is intent on using the participa-
tion process to undermine the support for the union, if clear
evidence exists of the employer’s unwillingness to accept the
Jegitimacy of the union, then it makes little sense for the
uﬁ\ion to cooperate with a worker participation process. To
support or endorse a participation process under these cir-
cumstances would be tantamount to the local union par-
" ticipating in its own slow demise. The more difficult case,
however, is one where local management accepts .the
. legitimacy of the union in ifs plant, but higher corporate
~ managemgnt uses union avoidance strategies to keep unions
out of other new or existing sites. Local union opposition to
QWL and other participation processes under those cir-
cumstancés would appear to be a necessary step toward im-
nting - the su}thgy that is favoréd by most national
L8, ‘namely, to force employers to makg a choice

efforts; or (2) con mued low trust/ hrgh conflict arms length

relatronshlps i

o



%

- p=
! o

188  Conclusions and Implications ' . '

Management Commitment. Without a deep.commitment
among the key management decisionmakers to supporting a
participation process ovet an extended period of time,
neither union commitment nor rank and file enthusiasm for
_the process can make a worker participation process succeed.
This means, among other things, the willingness to allocate
resources to support participation efforts and to maintain
the commitment of resources through periods of short term
economic crisis. Management (and( union) commitment is
likely to be severely tested at various points during the evolu-
tion_of the process as inconsistengies arise between other
combany strategies and objectives and the worker participa-
tion process. Thus, the real tests of commitment come when
hard decisions and tradeoffs must be made between main-

taining support for the process and pursuing other. valued .

objectives.

Economic Viability. Worker participation progsams can-
not be a panacea in the face of economic problemstwhich lie
beyond the control of the local union, the employer, or the
workers. In those cases, a worker participation process may
simply_serve to divert attention for a short period of time
froﬁore basic problems and will eventually lead to disen-
cha ent among the rank and file as the problems worsen.
Sometimes participation programs can be combined produc-
tively with steps such as compensation concessions and other
¢ost 'red“uction strategies. But, unless the economic founda-
tion upon which the worker participation process will rest is
itself viable, the union’s efforts might better be put to other
uses. .

Linkages to Collective Bargaining. Where the conditions
necessary for a potentially viable worker participation pro-
cess exist, local union leaders need to consider how this pro-
cess will fit into their overall bargaining and representational
strategies. For unions and their members to benefit from the
process, union leaders must do more than react to the

7
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e.m.ployer’s or the consultant’s vision or expectations for
worker participation. As the case studies clearly pointed out,

_over time a total separation of worker participation from

collective bargaining is neither possible nor desirable. Thus,
union leaders need to anticipate how the process will evolve
and to consider what part they want it to play in their collec-
tive bargainifg relakonship and in the union’s role in the
workplace. 7

1

One of the biggest chalienges to the traditional ‘ro'le_, of the
union that a spccessful participation process will. produce is
increased variability in practices and conditions within the
bargaining unit. Three different sources of variation will
arise that will require union leadershipattention.

First, because worker participati‘on processes diffyse slow\-
ly through an organization, for an extended period of ‘time
there will be a group of ‘‘participants’’ and a group of ‘‘non-
participants.”’ "Even after the process is widely diffused,
there are likely to be some individuals who prefer to not get.
involved in group activities and problemsolving processes.: .
The existence of these two groups provides a fertile ground
for rumors, competition, and internal political conflicts
within the union. Since participants are likely to be introduc-
ing changes in traditional work practices, nonparticipants
may rationalize their noninvolvement by voicirig_ skepticism
toward the QWL process. -

Second, introducing changes in work practices based on

“the-ideas generated in the workep participation process has a

general decentralizing effect on the collective bargaining
relationship. Proposals to modify established customs and
practiceg, if not forInal collective bargaining agreement pro-
visions, are likely to aris¢. This has the effect of reducing the
““common rule’’ strategy that American unions have used to .
limit competition and standardize conditions among in-
dividuals and groups in their bargaining units. The standar-
f ,
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dization of practices and rules established through the collec-
tive bargaining agreement and enforced through the contract
administration provess historically has served as a basic
source of worker security and internal union control.

Third, over time there is likely to be a shift away from
detailed job and contractual rules through work reorganiza-
tion experiments which broaden out job responsibilities. In
the more advanced cases, such as work team arrangements,
the concept of an individual job'description or assignment is
replaced with a set of tasks that lie within the general respon-
sibility of the group. The movement toward work teams,
payment for knowledge compensation systems, job rotation,
and semi-autonomous work groups all require workers and
their local unions to partially abandon their historic
strategies for maximizing job control through enforcement
of detailed rules governing specific, narrowly defined jobs.

In ret®rn, the workers receive greater training in a variety of

job responsibilities and more control over how the group
organizes itself. ~

In team systems, workers;and their union representatives

d¥ten also gain moresinformatiof about the work and its
" contribution to the overall production process and the
economic performance of the enterprise. In short, all of
these changes reduce the reliance on strict rules governing in-
dividual worker job rights and responsibilities and increase
the variations in practices and flexibility in the use of human
resources. The shift"away from standardized and tightly
detailed jobs also increases the variability across and within
workplaces. Managing this variability and flexibility without
increasing divisiveness and competition will become a major
new role for the national and local union. .

4 ‘ - .
Although our findings stress the need to link worker par-
ticipation processes to the larger collective bargaining efforts
on a strategic level, this doej/ not imply that there necessarily

.
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need be a total integration or merger of the participation
process with the procedures for resolving grievances and
negotiating collective bargaining agreements. Issues of con-
tract interpretation or alleged violations of individual worker
rights best suited to resolution through the established
grievance procédure will continue to occur. Likewise, basic
differences in économic interests which will require hard
bargaining at periodic intervals will continue to exist between
workers and their employers. The key challenge to union
leaders and management representatives is to manage these
““mixed-motive’’ relationships such that cooperative prob-
lemsolving efforts can comfortably coexist with hard
bargaining and the formal adjudication of disputes.

Strategies for National Unions

Even though worker participation processes are carried
out through local unions, the case studies of the UAW and
the USW experiences reported in chapter 3 suggest that na-
tional union leaders and staff play key roles in implementing
a coherent union strategy on worker participation. First, na-
tional union leaders must clearly communicate their views on
the conditions under which they believe participation pro- -
cesses are viable and the conditions under which they would
advise against union endorsement.and involvement. Second,
where locals are involved in these processes .national leaders
need to provide the training and leadership development ser-
yices required,to integrate QWL and related processes with
broader national union strategies. One of the most positive
byproducts of QWL experiiments is the emergence of a
talented group of new local labor leaders wo have been train-
ed in group dynamics, problemsolving, and team bu‘jlding.‘
Through their roles as QWL facilitators these local union
representatives are also gaining a greater exposure to and
serving a much wider cross section of -union members than
wSt shop stewards or gnevance committee members. These

\
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individuals represent a rich pool of potennal future union

leaders.

Along with these facilitators stand the elected local leaders
who have taken the political risks associated with supporting
a QWL process. Together, these elected leaders and QWL
facilitators represent a highly committed group that believes
deeply in both the need for strong unions atid in the value of
worker participation. One of the most important contribu-
tions that a national union can make toward strengthening™
thg role of worker participation within the union and diffus-
ing the process to a wider spectrym of union members is to
remtorce support, and draw on the talents and experiences
“of these individuals. Failure to provide career opportunities
within their untons for these local activists entails the risk of
loksing many of them to management positions or
underutiliz_ing them if they fade back into a less active rank
and file status. Taking advantage of their training and ex-
perience by, for example, using them in educational and
training conferences, not only will help others to learn from

“their experiences but also will provide the support and rein-

forcement needed to errcourage them to continue to be active
in their union.

~

The Role of the AFL-CI10O

While there is no expectation that the AFL-ClO, or any
unit at the Federation level, will or should deviate from the

approach of leaving policies regarding workgr participation .

to their constituent unions, ,there are severM critical func-
tions for leaders at this level that are consistent with. thenﬁ
role in the structure of the American labor movement. These |
functions are to: (1) foster dialogue on this i§sue among na-
tional union leaders and with representatives of business and
government; (2) convey to the larger public the labor move-
ment’s strategies for relating worker participation to collec-
“}ée bargalnlng ag}d broader national economic and labor

¥ , N
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policies; and‘(3) encourage experimentation with worker
participation efforts that operate under appropnate condi-
tions.

LN

There clearly will remain a range of views about the
\viability of worker -participation efforts and their ap-
propiiate role within the broader strategies of the labor
movement. While it may not be possible or desirable to press
fdr a consensus on these issues across the various national
unions and their leaders, it is clear that the issue of hdw
worker participation efforts fit within the larger collective
bargaining and public policy agenda of the labor movement
needs to be more actively debated at the highest levels of the
labor movement. Out of these discussions may emerge a
clearer picture of what the labor movement’s model for
QWL and related processes should be-—a limited supplement
to collective bargaining or-an evolving -step toward an
American brand of shop floor industrial democracy that is
an integral part of the collective bargaining process.

It was noted at the outset of chapter 6 that national labor
leaders have an important role in shaping the image of
unions in the eyes of workers, employers, and the larger
society. If, under appropriate conditions, worker participa- -
tion is seen as an integral component of the broader
strategies for strengthening the roles and effectiveness of
unions at the workplace and supplementing collective
bargaining, then the task of the top leaders will be to convey
this view of QWL or worker participation efforts to all of

_ these audiences. The current nessage conveyed from the top
\of the movement is one g? ‘““‘cautious skepticism’’ and
neutrahty One can envision, hoWever a different message
that specifies the conditions that must be present, but then
conveys enthusiastic- sUpport for experlmentatlon with par-
ticular” types of worker participation. This shift :in the
message communicated would again help challenge manage-
ment for the initiative on worker participation efforts and

' ~
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would serve to further legitimize and encourage the activities
that are underway within the various national unions.

Implications for the U.S. -
Industrial Relations System.

Integrating worker participation efforts into the broader
bargaining and public policy strategies of the labor move-
ment could potentially lead to a number of important
changes for the larger U.S. industrial relations system.

Impact 0( Job Contrrol ﬁnionisrr/

The nYost direct éfféect of expanded worker participation

efforts, especially those that involve work reorganization, is °

- a movement away from the detailed job control form of

unionism characteristic of U.S. collective bargaining. This
does not mean that the collective bargaining agreement will
no longer govern the terms and conditions of employment.
However, detailed specification of contractual rules may
give way to a more flexible and varied form of work
organization at the plant level. This implies a major change
in the roles of the local union, supervisors, and higher levels
of management. v

For the unionﬁ, this requires relinquishing one o\ths‘ tradi-
tfonal bases of power and security in r for greater infor-
mation and perhaps influence over a er array of issues
that traditionally have Joeen reserved to management. The
traditional principle that ‘‘management acts and workers
grieve’’ will have to give way to more joint planning and con-
sultation at the workplace.

For the worker, this new drrangement means exposure to a

‘wider variety of tasks and more advanced training, and,
‘therefore, wider opportunities for skill acquisition and

enhancement. Oy the other hand, it also implies greater
¢ »
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-responmblhty for decisions that would otherwise have been
leﬁ to a supervisor or higher manager ‘

For management, this development implies a trade of
some traditional prerogatives in return for greater flexibility
in human resource management and a reduction in the
detailed rules governing job definitions and assignments. In
summary, for all the parties, expanded worker participation
implies a more proactive form of labor-management rela-
tions based around greater joint research and analysis, plan-
ning, and consultation, R

Effects on Labor Law-

OVer time, the expansion of new forms of work organiza-
tiovand participation may lead to a breakdown in the legal
line of demarcation between ‘‘labor’’ and ‘‘management.”’
These changes place the role of the supervisor in an even
more nebulous. status than before. This, in turn, should call
into question provisions in the Natibnal Labor Relations Act
(NLRA) governing the definitions of ““worker” covered
under the Act and ‘‘supervisor’’ excluded from the Act. It
also challenges the relevance of the NLRA’s scope of
bargaining doctrines as interpreted by the National Labor
Relations Board (NLRB). If work teams and union represen-
tatives get more deeply involved in sharing information, con-
sulting, or perhaps even effectively deciding issues that lie
outside the issues of wages, hours, and working conditre}
the distinction between mandatory and pérmissive subjects
of collective bargaining becomes increasingly blurred and

less relevant.
¢

One further potential outgrowth of these partlcnpatlon ef-
forts is development of some form of ‘‘works council’’ ar-
rapgement at the plant level. Inv& sense, a form of this
already &ists in the joint labor-management steering com-
mntges that oversee many of the QWL participation pro-
ces¥s. : .
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Linkag,;_.s' to National Labor %
and¥®¥conomic Policies

Should worker participation, along with the other changes
in industrial relations set in motion by these projects, be
viewed as part of a larger national strategy for reforming
labor pblicy and enhancing human capital investment and
development? We believe a strong case can be made for
treating these processes, forms of work organization, and
the labor management relationships which support them as

the micro foundation for a new industrial and human -

resources development policy. It may be desirable for public

policy debptes over trade or tax policies targeted on par-

ticular industries to consider the state of labor-management

relations (and joint efforts to improve them) in those in- ‘

dustries. -

These are questions that the labor movement and others
concerned about the future of the U.S. industrial relations
system must grapple with in the years ahead. Perhaps the
analysis here will stfmulate the dialogue needed to move this
debate closer to center stage. While the material presented in
this book was aimed primarily at thé representatives of*the
labor movement who need to come to grips with the role of
worker participation processes, ultimately the choice over
the future of these processes is not labor’s alone. Instead, the
future of worker participation will be shaped by the strategic
choices'madé by leaders of unions, firms, and the govern-

ment, and in no small part By the workers themselves, as,
they all attempt to adapt the U.S. industri4f relations system

to a highly competitive world environment.
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. POSTSCRIPT .
* Selected Reactions from Union Leaders

1

Since this study was conducted in cooperation with representatives
from the labor movement, we thought it would be instructive to include
as a postscript’to the study the reactions to our conclusionspf two key

Q\ union presidents. As the following statements of Glenn Watts and
- William Winpisinger attest, there continues to be a wide diversity of
views of worker participation processes within the Ametican labor niove-

_ ment.
. Comments of » N
+ Glenn E. Watts
; President

Communications Workers of America
3

L4

This study performs a very valuable function in supplying. evidence
about an area which has been largely governed by assumption and im-
pression. It happens that we in CWA have recently concluded our own
joint study of our QWL process with AT&T;*'OU{ chfclusions are on
most points similar to those (xf\this book.

1. We found that in the ten cases we studied, QWL had been suc-
cessful on most major dimensions. Survey results showed im-
proved job satisfaction, better relations to supervisors, and
(unlike the MIT study) a feeling of increased influence and par-
ticipation among‘the team members. To a lesser extent, these im-
provements spilled over to the non-members. Of particular in-
terest to us, furthermore, is that attitudes to the union were very
positive, especially among those who saw the union leadership as
strongly committed to the process. .

2. At the same time, we found that many QWL teams run into a
‘“‘plateau’’—the same term used by thé MIT researchers—after a
year or two. We do not, howevyer, attribute this loss of momen-
tum to direct negative actions, by management. In our case it
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“seems to result from the fact that QWL often remains isolated

within the organization as a whole there is a lack of widespread

~ support for its basic values, and hlgher-level policies often con-

> tradict what the teams are trying to achieve. So their scope of ac-

tivity: remains limited, and their view of the future is often
pessimistic. :

3. Wealso found a few areas where commifment from h{gher levels
of management and the union was strong enough that teams
weré encouraged tS deal with matters of work-related policy. In
these locations teams had gotten past the ‘‘plateau’’ and were
proceeding with great confidence and enthusnasm to tackle dif-
ficult issues.

These findings support the MIT researcher@~emphasis on the impor-
tance of*exténding QWL beyond immediate ‘‘environmental’’ issues. I
would certainly visualize QWL teams redesigning jobs; and this would,
as Kochan, Katz and Mower point out, lead teams into areas which are
covergd by the collective bargaining agreement. But 1 do not believe that
there need be any blurrmg of the drsnrfctlorz between collective bargain-
ing and QWL. Our position is very sitnple: QWL groups cannot bargain
or alter the contract. They can, however, make recommendations; if
their recommendations involve contractual changes, they must then pass
through the normal- collective bargaining process before being im-
plemented This approach, I believe, provides both security apd flexibili-
ty in dealmg with advanced developments of thedQWL process.

My final comment is about a topxc which the MIT study does not
stress. 1 believe that for QWL to be effective in the long run, it must
become not just a worker ‘‘program,”’’, but a part of values and relation-
ships at all levels. That applies not only to management but also to the
union: we need to consider whether our own structures and internal rela-
tions support participative values. We in CWA have recently taken our

ommitment to QWL a step further by starting the process within our
staff. We expect that it will lead to the same improvements we are
seeking in our effort with AT&T—better working relations and greater
organizational effectiveness—so that we can provide that best possible
service to our embers in this time of fapid change. ‘

~ 203 -

- y——

s L

[




- </ ) 199

Comments of * .
" William W. Winpisinger .
President
International Association of Machinists
and Aerospace Workers

The concept of “quality of work life’’ is not new to the American
labor movement.° From its very beginnings, American labor has been
dedicated to improving the quality of workers’ lives. In this effort, joint
labor-management committees have played a role but always within the
context of collective bargaining,

To their mutual advantage, unions and management have participated
as equal partners in national and industry councils, firm and pla‘nt coun-
cils, apprenticeship and training committees, saféty and health commit-
tees and local community programs of all kinds, bringing mutual
.benefits to all concerned. These efforts have augmented the basic collec-
tive bargaining relationship’s ability to grapple with the continually
changing problems of the work place. Workers, through the democratic
process of collective bargaining, welcome the opportunity to play a
creative role in helping to resolve problems of the work place. They know
these problems intimately and can play a major role in resolving them,

To the extent that such committees contribute to worker dignity
through pride in their skills and work, to their safety and security on the,
job, they greatly enhance the -traditional work of the union.

In the past few years, however, there has been a spurt of national in-
terest in more formalized Quality of Work Life programs. Corporate
America and an army of so-called labor relations consultants have in-
creasingly sought to involve American workers and their unigl)s in
QWLs. These'*QWLs are supposed to increase productivity and improve
product quality. At the same time, they are touted as a means of pro-
moting better worker-employer relations and improving workers’ job
satisfaction by ostensibly giving them a say in work schedules, produc- .
tion processes and the like,

Now, in theory, QWL is a concept which any responsible union
representative would support, i.e., to maintain and improve both pro-
ductivity and the quality of the goods or services assocjated with the
company, and thereby, increase the ‘‘pie’’ to be divided through collec-
tive bargaining. Only a quality product will stand the test of the market
« place, insure the company’s success and, therefore, secure our members’
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jobs. Further, if in the process, management utilizes a resource that it has .

long chosen to overlook—the average worker’s ability to help solve shop
floor problems—and, thereby, gives the worker. more eontrol over the
work place so much the better.

-

It is, however how QWLs are actually being used which arouses our

concern and suspicion.: Many anti-union ‘‘consultants’” and others are

promoting QWL schemes, in organized as well as unorganized ‘work
places, to manipulate workers through the illusion of being consulted.

Through manipulation and rigged com;nittee"s, workers find therpse!ves'

subjected to speedups, unsafe working conditions, or divisive peer-group

" pressures. When improvements made through workers’ effort and in-

genuity exist solely at the discretion of the employer, they may be taken
gway arbitrarily or used to deprive the workers of their jobs.

Programs-not based on the collectiye, bargaining relationship under-
mine the basic element of true democratic participation in the determina-

* tion of working conditions. They are frequently used as an anti-upion

&

device to obstruct the right of workers to support, join and. organize
unions of their choice. A recent newsletter from the notorious union-
buster Charles Hughes extolling the ‘‘virtues’” of *Quality Control
Circles, does little to allay these fears. -

N -

épecifically, QWL programs have the potential for being disruptive
and unfair in-a number of ways.

L4

First, QWL has often been used by management to_divide the worker
and his duly elected bargaining representative. Responsible . trade
unionism has and will continue to recognize mandgement’s legitimate
coinern over quality and productivity. Where there are real problems, we
will work~with management through the already existing structure of in-
plant union representatives, i.e., local lodge officers, shop stewards, etc.
Why do we'need some new ‘organization when one already exists to
handle these matters of mutual concern? .

Second, QWLs can be used as an instrument to put the entire respon-
sibility for “‘increased productlvlty and ‘‘poor quality’’. on the back of
the workers. With regard to quality, we know frem experience that
employers generally turn a deaf ear to upion and workers criticism of
~management mistakes while*continually trying to extract every possible
minute of working time. Think how thany times management has
pressured workers to push work out regardless of defects so some super-

visor can meet his department’s quota. Union members are proud of the:
q

quality of their work and are justifiably critical of management pressure
to push work out regardless of defects. N

.
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Further, no one denies the need for maintaining the high l¢vels of pro-
ductivity of the American worker. What is forgotten, however, is that
the worker is not the sole instrument of productivity increases, Because
productivity is most often defingd as output per employee-hour, we tend
to forget the other determinants of productivity—technology} manage-
ment skills, capital investment, energy use and capacity utilization. In-
deed, most experts predict that the greatest improvements in productivity

+ will come from the new technologies, ¢.g., robotics, CAD-CAM, FMS,
etc. . ) .

This is not to say that workers do not play an lmporlant role in lhe
produchntv equation. They do. Their ability to work ‘‘smarter,’
however, is directly proportlonate to the training and skills they acquire,
primarily on the job. American industry has always been reluctant to
train their employees, unless the associated expense was subsidized by the
goverment. The shortsightedness of this approach is best lllustrated l{y

today’s critical shortage of skilled workers. -

Third, QWL programs, especially Quality Control Circles, often result
- in significant cost savings for the companies that undertake these pro-

an

grams. These savings result from, among otheér items, reduced scrap,
reduced rework, reduced absenteeism, increased productivity, etc. Does
the company get it all or is the gain shared with.the employees?

Further, the union must be concerned with what the company is going
to do with its share of the savings. Are the savings being reinvested’in the
operation to improve it further and enhange its profitability and viabili-
ty? Are these savings potentially going to be returned to the workers via
better income and improved benefits? Are the workers who invest their
time and energy in the Quality Circle being adequately and properly
rewarded for their participation? Or are these savings bemg invested
elsewhere in the corporation in operations which may even be paralleled
to those generating the savings? In other words, are the savings generaled
by QWL truly benefiting the company and harming workers? .

Last, it is interesting to note that in Japan, where the current QCC
concept first originated, job security.is almost always guaranteed in the
major industries in which QCCs function. It is both unreasonable RIQ
unfair to ask workers to engage in problem-solving to improve the opera-

-tions. of the_company unless their. own jobs.are protected. When
American management decides to import another Japanese idea, i.e.,
lifetime employment, perhaps we will reexamine our position on' this sub-
ject. '
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In conclusion, management in America often points to QWL, QCC
and related programs in Japan and various European nations to
demonstrate how productivity can be improved by labor-management
cooperation. They fail to note, however, that in such countries both
management and government recognize and accept the need for unions
ina Just society. Corporate America can hardly expect us to cooperate in
these efforts while they simultaneously fund and support a so-called
union-free environment movement dedicated to our destruction.
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